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ABSTRACT 	  
Susan Elizabeth Sutherland: Preparing students to be globally competitive in the 21st century: 
Exploring educational leaders’ global-mindedness and student achievement in North Carolina  
public high schools 
(Under the direction of Dana Thompson Dorsey) 
 
As globalization asserts a greater presence in our society, schools are faced with ensuring 
their structure and curriculum are preparing students for the demands of living and working in a 
new, expanded economy. Schools must prepare students to succeed through an infusion of 21st 
century skills, while also preparing them to be able to compete and collaborate at an international 
level. Although teachers have daily and direct contact with students, it is the principal’s 
leadership that provides the vision and focus for the school. The principal’s role in initiating 
and/or sustaining a successful global focus is pivotal to student success; thus, a principal’s 
global-mindedness is potentially a critical factor. According to Hett (1993), high levels of global-
mindedness emphasize the development of responsibility, awareness, and appreciation based on 
global, rather than ethnocentric or national standards. 
This dissertation examines the relationship between global-mindedness in North Carolina 
public high school principals and student achievement. Using a mixed methods approach that 
includes a demographic survey, the Global-Mindedness Survey (GMS), and North Carolina 
school characteristics data, the ensuing study contributes to the research and findings in global-
mindedness, student achievement, and educational leadership. The results are intended to have 
significant implications for school leaders in terms of identifying the attributes and dimensions 
	   iv 
necessary for shaping school communities to be better equipped to respond to the challenges and 
complexities of globalization. 
This study identifies several variables associated with a principal’s global-mindedness. 
Namely, a principal’s gender, race/ethnicity, and travel experience are most strongly related to 
global-mindedness. The school size, number of fluent languages, and years in education are 
marginally associated with global-mindedness. However, this study failed to find an association 
between a principal’s global-mindedness as quantified by the GMS and student achievement. 
Additionally, this study found that principals are still developing their conceptualization 
of global awareness in the 21st century. The analysis demonstrated the principals’ 
conceptualization was largely grounded in theory rather than experience. There is much work 
needed to assist these educational leaders in developing/increasing their global-mindedness and 
the requisite skills to help translate theory into practice.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction to the Study	  
Background 
Survival in an interdependent, global world requires specialized skills and knowledge. 
Furthermore, because students will most assuredly compete in a global job market, public K-12 
schools must provide students with the requisite skills for jobs that do not exist at this point in 
time, but will become prominent in the near future. While predicting the exact jobs that will 
emerge in the future is difficult, it is clear from examining the employment trends that a myriad 
of current jobs did not exist ten years ago, and that trend will most assuredly continue. 
Examples of recently created jobs include social media/online community manager, 
sustainability manager, and user experience manager (Kiplinger, 2011). Additionally, factors 
such as rapid technological innovations and the rise of a knowledge economy— forces that 
occur under the umbrella of globalization— are pressuring educational leaders, and others in 
field of education, to respond to private industry (Nam & Park, 2014). 
At a macro-level, education has responded to these global forces, and evidence of this 
response manifests itself in schools via state and federal education policies and initiatives. 
Education macro-responses to global demands include the enhanced integration of technology 
in the classroom and modified curriculum expectations (Nam & Park, 2014). For example, 
Partnership for 21st Century skills, an organization advocating not only 21st century skills but 
also global competitiveness, offers an illustrative example of globalization’s infusion into the 
realm of public education (Partnership for 21st Century Skills, 2011). The organization places an 
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emphasis on four essential skills students need to succeed in the 21st century: collaboration, 
problem solving, technology integration, and global awareness (see Appendix A). The skills 
promoted by Partnership for 21st Century Skills are mirrored in the North Carolina statewide 
principal evaluation instrument, which requires that school leaders infuse global awareness into 
curriculum and incorporate such skills as collaboration and critical thinking into classroom 
instruction (North Carolina State Department of Education, 2013; Partnership for 21st Century 
Skills, 2011). 
The curriculum response designed by education policy makers at the macro-level, as 
described above, results from a conglomeration of factors that contribute to a perceived sense of 
urgency to restructure education policy. For instance, due to regional and geo-political factors, 
the labor market has expanded beyond localities so that workers now compete with each other 
on a global scale, not just at the regional or local level (Freeman, 2006). Furthermore, as a result 
of rapid technological advancements – an integral aspect of globalization – the world is now 
more interconnected, competitive, and collaborative (Friedman, 2007). Yet, even as the job 
market has globalized, international academic achievement indicators reveal that American 
students are not prepared to compete in this global context (Program for International Student 
Assessment, 2012). 
The Program for International Student Assessment (PISA) measures reading literacy, 
mathematics literacy, and science literacy for 15-year-olds, every three years (Program for 
International Student Assessment, 2012). American students, when compared to their 
Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) counterparts on the 2009 
PISA results, rank 23rd
 
in reading, 36th
 
in math, and 27th
 
in science (Program for International 
Student Assessment, 2012). Additionally, data from the Progress in International Reading 
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Literacy Study (PIRLS) in 2011 reveal that while the scale score for American students of 556 
is significantly above the PIRLS average of 500, it lags behind the top performing nations by 
approximately 15 scale score points (Institute of Education Sciences, 2011). For a nation with a 
GDP over $16 trillion – which ranks number one in the world (Central Intelligence Agency, 
2013) – American public school students are not performing at a level commensurate with the 
wealth potential of their nation. Ultimately, the sense that American students lack the skills to 
compete against international students supports the narrative mandating structural changes to 
the education system. 
The public school system in the United States has experienced several waves of school 
reform throughout the years such as the effective schools movement, school restructuring, 
systemic reform, and comprehensive school reform. Since, school principals have become the 
focus of policy makers, and therefore the expectation had become that these school leaders 
increase student achievement (Waters, Marzano, & McNulty, 2003). This increased 
accountability has resulted in principals assuming a greater degree of responsibility for student 
achievement than in the past (Zepeda, 2007). 
Throughout the United States, school principals are subjected to increasingly high 
demands for student accountability. This demand for accountability holds the principal 
ultimately responsible for student achievement (Gruenert, 2005; Lashley, 2007; Praisner, 2003). 
Principals seek ways to positively affect student achievement scores in order to meet today’s 
demands. In doing so, they have turned their attention to strategic ways in which students’ 
academic performance can be increased. Under the pressures and mandates of federal 
legislation, principals are asking themselves what specific leadership practices affect student 
achievement (Marzano, Waters, & McNulty, 2005). Research reports that principal leadership is 
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one of the most significant factors affecting student achievement, and this in turn indicates 
principals must have a thorough understanding of the skills and behaviors needed to be effective 
leaders in the 21st century (Leithwood, Louis, Anderson, & Wahlstrom, 2004; Marzano et al., 
2005). 
As globalization asserts a greater presence in the realm of education, schools must 
modify their structure, curriculum, and academic focus to prepare students for the demands of 
the new economy. In the current globalized environment, schools should prepare students to 
succeed at an international level through an infusion of 21st
 
century skills, while also 
enlightening students so that they can compete and collaborate at an international level. While 
teachers have daily and direct contact, it is the principal’s leadership and vision that provides 
the impetus and focus for those teachers. Given that research names the principal as a critical 
player in determining the success of any program within the school (Marzano et al., 2005), 
certainly his or her role in initiating and/or sustaining a successful global focus within the 
school will be pivotal to student success.  
It was with this in mind that the North Carolina State Board of Education revised its 
guiding mission in 2008 to state, “Every public school student will graduate from high school, 
globally competitive for work and postsecondary education and prepared for life in the 21st 
century” (North Carolina State Board of Education, 2008, p. 1). This revised document, referred 
to as Future-Ready Students: Goals for the 21st Century (see Appendix B), also stated that 21st 
century leaders should govern North Carolina public schools in order to achieve its mission as 
stated above (North Carolina State Board of Education, 2008). Principals today are called upon 
to be those change agents, to provide the leadership and vision for instructional change within 
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the school. Thus, a principal’s global-mindedness will be a critical factor in determining any 
global focus that is initiated or sustained within the school. 
Statement of the Problem 
The current world for preparing youth is exceptionally different from the industrial 
world in which the public school system was created. In recent decades, numerous reports and 
policy statements have emphasized the need for new skills in the 21st century. Partnership for 
21st Century Skills established a list of these skills and engaged a growing movement to embed 
them in the K-12 curriculum (Partnership for 21st Century Skills, 2011). They include research 
and technology, communication and collaboration, and problem solving and critical thinking 
skills. In other words, the current approach advocates for infusion of global thinking and 
principles into education whereby educators nurture students’ substantive understanding of, and 
action in, our increasingly complex, diverse, and interdependent world.  
Educational leaders are struggling to keep up with the pace of change as new challenges 
arise related to how to best prepare students to be knowledgeable, compassionate, active, and 
responsible citizens in a globally, interconnected society. With this in mind, conversations 
related to the preparation of students for the 21st century have come to the forefront of social, 
economic, political, and cultural agendas. If educational leaders are to be seen as responsive and 
active participants, and if real change in education is to occur, then an understanding of the 
perspectives, skills, characteristics, and mindsets needed for life in a global world must be 
identified and understood.   
Given the critical role principals play in sustaining and developing a vision and 
promoting change within a school community, it is essential to examine global-mindedness as it 
relates to educational leadership. Past research has focused on global education in various 
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forms. Hanvey (1976) identified five dimensions related to global perspectives: perspective 
consciousness, state of the planet awareness, cross-cultural awareness, knowledge of global 
dynamics, and awareness of human choices. Other researchers including Anderson (1982), 
Lamy (1983), Torney-Purta, (1982), and Tucker (1982) studied global education in the 
classroom and in teacher education programs. Taking global education further, Hett (1993) 
coined the term global-mindedness (see Appendix C) and designed an instrument to measure it 
(see Appendix D).  
Hett’s (1993) research and findings, as well as the findings of subsequent studies 
employing the Global-Mindedness Scale (GMS) have significant implications for school leaders 
in terms of identifying the attributes and dimensions necessary for shaping school communities 
better equipped to respond to the challenges and complexities of globalization. If principals are 
expected to develop a global educational context, they must be able to demonstrate the values 
and understandings necessary to manage the forces of continuity, change and inequality that are 
being exacerbated by globalizing forces. However, little is known about the impact of a 
principal’s level of global-mindedness on student achievement. Given the lack of empirical 
study of this relationship, more research is needed. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study is to investigate the levels of global-mindedness of principals 
in North Carolina public high schools and the potential relationship of global-mindedness to 
student achievement. The principal is often identified as an essential element to the 
development of school culture— nurturing the traditions, ceremonies, rituals, and symbols that 
express and reinforce the overall mission and purpose of a school community (MacBeath & 
Dempster, 2009). Therefore, to facilitate development of global-mindedness within the context 
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of leadership and education, the perspectives of school leaders and the relationships that may 
exist across and between the dimensions of global-mindedness need to be elucidated. 
This study’s investigation of the global-mindedness of principals is predicated upon 
Hett’s (1993) research, which was spurred by the educational imperative of fostering the 
development of a global perspective in university students. Hett’s research and identification of 
the five dimensions of global-mindedness (responsibility, cultural pluralism, efficacy, 
globalcentrism, interconnectedness) draws upon a substantial field of study related to the 
development of a global perspective and has been replicated on several occasions within a 
variety of contexts, including public K-12 education. The extensive research conducted by Hett 
and subsequent studies employing the GMS (Acolatse, 2010; Carano, 2010; Cogan and 
Grossman, 2009; Duckworth, Walker-Levy, and Levy, 2005; Gillian, 1995; Kehl and Morris, 
2008; Kirkwood-Tucker, Morris, and Lieberman, 2011; Smith, 2008; Walton, 2002; Zhai and 
Scheer, 2004; Zong and Farouk, 1999) support the use of the GMS in this study. It is the intent 
of the researcher to explore the differences across the dimensions of global-mindedness as 
identified by Hett (1993) for high school leaders and to investigate the association of these 
dimensions with student achievement. This research will provide information that does not 
currently exist on the global-mindedness of high school leaders and its potential link to student 
achievement as measured by students’ composite ACT scores, EOC composite scores, and 
school graduation rates.	  
Significance of the Study 
Research suggests the leadership process is multifaceted and intertwined with its larger 
environment, ranging from the community to the larger society (Bottery, 1999; Heck, 2002). 
This influence is multidimensional and easy to overlook; however, it is the nexus between 
	   8 
leadership and cultural or contextual influences that can lead to improvement in its practice 
(Dimmock & Walker, 2005; Hallinger, 2005). These ideals support the need for a study of the 
relationship between the global-mindedness of educational leaders and student achievement in 
order to understand the development of the knowledge, skills, and attitudes that are essential to 
preparing students for life in a globally interconnected world. 
This call for a global-minded approach to education emphasizes the need for 
investigating global-mindedness as an essential leadership skill or attribute. It is the intent of the 
researcher to add to the body of knowledge about effective educational leadership in order to 
ensure a relevant 21st century education that addresses the complex, multidimensional processes 
of globalization and issues related to diversity, inequality and interconnectedness (Cambridge & 
Thompson, 2004; Walker, 2008). 
Conceptual Framework 
The conceptual framework for this study (See Figure 1) draws upon Partnership for 21st 
Century Skills framework and several North Carolina state documents: the North Carolina State 
Board of Education’s mission and vision (Future-Ready Students initiative), and the North 
Carolina Standards for School Executives (North Carolina Department of Instruction, 2006; 
North Carolina State Board of Education, 2008). In addition, the study includes the concept of 
global-mindedness as defined by Hett (1993). 
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 Figure 1: Theoretical Framework 	  
Partnership for 21st Century Skills framework.	  Partnership for 21st Century Skills 
(2011) has been a major influence in American education. The organization identified four key 
elements of 21st century learning including core subjects and 21st century themes; learning and 
innovation skills; information, media, and technology skills; and life and career skills 
(Partnership for 21st Century Skills, 2011). The skills outlined by Partnership for 21st Century 
Skills are the competencies that all administrators must ensure teachers are providing to 
students in order for them to become successful workers in the new information age. The 
content that all schools should incorporate into the curriculum are: global awareness (promotion 
of understanding and tolerance of diversity), civic awareness (understand, analyze and 
participate in government, locally and globally), financial and economic literacy (understanding 
the choices for personal success) and health literacy (understanding nutritional choices that will 
allow for a long life) (Partnership for 21st Century Skills, 2011). 
North Carolina State Board of Education’s mission and vision. In 2006, The North 
Carolina State Board of Education adopted Partnership for 21st Century Skills framework to 
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bring about the infusion of 21st century skills across the curriculum in North Carolina (North 
Carolina State Board of Education, 2008). The framework was then used to rewrite the State’s 
mission: “Every public school student will graduate from high school, globally competitive for 
work and postsecondary education and prepared for life in the 21st century”  (North Carolina 
State Board of Education, 2008, p. 1). 
The Board felt as though this new mission required a new vision of school leadership, 
and therefore developed North Carolina’s “Future-Ready Students” initiative. This statewide 
vision framed the collaborative efforts between education, business, and community leaders to 
improve teaching and learning, and to inform North Carolina’s 21st century skills work in 
standards, professional development, curriculum, and assessment (North Carolina State Board 
of Education, 2008). 	   	   	  
North Carolina Standards for School Executives. After developing a mission and 
vision that reflected the needs for students in the 21st century, the Board then wrote a new set of 
standards (see Appendix E) to guide school leaders (North Carolina Department of Instruction, 
2006). In December of 2006, the North Carolina State Board of Education approved the “North 
Carolina Standards for School Executives”— a new set of standards that placed 21st century 
learning at the forefront (North Carolina Department of Instruction, 2006). 
Global-mindedness. Hett (1993) defines global-mindedness as “a worldview in which 
ones sees oneself as connected to the world community and feels a sense of responsibility for its 
members. This commitment is reflected in an individual’s attitudes, beliefs and behaviors.” (p. 
143) According to Hett (1993), global-mindedness consists of five dimensions: responsibility, 
cultural pluralism, efficacy, globalcentrism, and interconnectedness. 
A person with high levels of global-mindedness shares a deep concern for people in all 
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parts of the world, and feels a moral responsibility to try to improve conditions. People who are 
globally-minded believe they can individually have an impact on the world, and that each 
individual has something to offer. They have a strong sense of appreciation of diversity and 
differences and an awareness and appreciation for the interconnectedness of the world (i.e. 
global awareness). This study will explore the relationship, if any, between global-mindedness 
in North Carolina public high school principals and student achievement. 	  
Research Questions 
The three primary questions addressed in this study are: 
• Q1: What is the level of global-mindedness among NC public high school principals? 
a. How do principals view their roles in promoting global-mindedness? 
b. What have principals done to support global-mindedness? 
c. How do the principals’ viewpoint and actions relate to their level of global-
mindedness? 
• Q2: Is the principals’ level of global-mindedness, including the total score and each 
dimension, associated with student achievement in NC public high schools? 
• Q3: Do other factors influence the association, or lack of association, between global-
mindedness and student achievement?  
Definition of Terms 
There are some operational definitions of concepts that are critical to understanding this 
research. They are as follows:  
• Cultural Pluralism: An appreciation of the diversity of cultures in the world and a belief 
that all have something of value to offer. This is accomplished by taking pleasure in 
exploring and trying to understand other cultural frameworks (Hett, 1993, p. 143). 
	   12 
• Efficacy: A belief that an individual’s actions can make a difference and that 
involvement in national and international issues is important (Hett, 1993, p. 143). 
• Global Education: An education that opens people’s eyes and minds to the realities of 
the globalized world and awakens them to bring about a world of greater justice, equity 
and human rights for all (The Maastricht Global Education Declaration, 2002, p. 67). 
• Global Educational Leader: An educator who feels it is important to incorporate a global 
perspective into curricula using pedagogy that engages learners in real-world issues with 
a goal of enhancing students’ learning, academic performance, and workforce 
preparation (Hett, 1993, p. 143). 
• Global-mindedness: A worldview in which one sees oneself as connected to the world 
community and feels a sense of responsibility for its members and reflects this 
commitment through demonstrated attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors (Hett, 1993, p. 143). 
• Globalization: A multidimensional phenomenon that employs a process approach which 
intensifies and connects global flows of knowledge, power, economy, technologies, 
people, values and ideas across borders with a variety of affects (Cohen & Kennedy, 
2000). 
• Interconnectedness: An awareness and appreciation of the interrelatedness of all peoples 
and nations, which results in a sense of global belonging or kinship with humankind 
(Hett, 1993, p. 143). 
• Student achievement: Measurable outcomes of student learning. 
Assumptions 
Within the context of globalization, countries around the world are responding to macro 
forces that impel educational institutions to educate youth to be competitive in the global 
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marketplace. Under this type of competitive pressure, the United States has subscribed to 
neoliberal economic policies, which support the privatization of public entities (i.e. public 
schools) and the deregulation of private industries (Friedman, 2007). Consequently, these types 
of policies encourage systems to use education as the means to employment, not for the pursuit 
of knowledge or critical thinking skills.  
This current reality describes the foundation for this study’s measure of student 
achievement. Essentially, the global pressures that drive nations to compete are also creating 
standardized ways to measure the success. The United States has fallen to this pressure and 
therefore requires state agencies, schools, and school leaders to track progress through the use 
of achievement tests, course completion, and other standardized measures. Therefore, it is an 
assumption of this study that the three outcome measures chosen (ACT composite score, EOC 
composite score, and graduation rate) are appropriate in measuring student success. The state of 
North Carolina uses these measures in various ways: to conduct principal evaluations, to 
measure school success, and to study trends and gain insights (North Carolina State Board of 
Education, 2008). In the case of this particular research study, this assumption was integral in 
examining the relationship between a principal’s global-mindedness and student achievement.  
Delimitations 
A delimitation of this study exists in the researcher’s decision to emphasize the 
development of global-mindedness within the context of North Carolina high school education; 
this study does not address the perspectives of elementary, middle, and higher educational 
institutions. In addition, the researcher made a decision to focus primarily on quantitative 
measures, with the intent to explore principals’ global-mindedness at the school level using 
qualitative methods. Quantitative methods allow for testing hypotheses with an ultimate aim to: 
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(1) make generalizations to a population; (2) quantify the level of association between 
achievement and each component of the Global-Mindedness Survey; and (3) control for 
confounders and identify effect modifiers. This research also explores characteristics of high 
versus low global-mindedness through qualitative assessments, thus utilizing mixed 
methodology to assess potential relationships.	  
Limitations 
The researcher will attempt to minimize the limitations, but if the resulting sample size 
is small, there will be some limitations that may affect the ability to generalize this study to 
other educational leaders and school districts. Additionally, the participants’ awareness of the 
study may influence their answers and thus may distort the findings of the study. Another 
limitation is, due to convenience, the findings will be limited to educators in North Carolina; 
therefore, results may not be generalizable to educational leaders in other states. Another 
limitation involves the selection of the GMS and the acceptance of the five dimensions of 
global-mindedness as the foundation for this study. The GMS inspires some level of social 
desirability, especially during times of war or global conflict (Hett, 1993), which may have 
some minor effect related to reported scores on the GMS (items 1-30). It is also important to 
note that while Hett’s (1993) GMS provides data on behaviors, attitudes and values that have 
implications for school leadership, the instrument asks principals to respond as individuals, not 
in their role as school leaders. Additionally, the GMS does not directly measure leadership 
challenges, global complexities, political climates, or the roles that schools or school leaders 
themselves play in globalization processes. However, this limitation may be mitigated by the 
inclusion of qualitative methods.	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Summary 
In these times of increased concern for student achievement, the increased accountability 
on schools prompts principals to focus on various leadership skills. School principals are being 
held accountable not only for the structures and processes they establish, but also for the 
performance of their students (Leithwood & Riehl, 2003). Leithwood et al. (2004) maintain that 
leadership is key to improving student learning. 
The potential benefit of this research identifying the relationship between principals’ 
levels of global-mindedness and student achievement will be useful to practitioners, as it could 
be used to outline specific leadership behaviors necessary to impact school improvement. 
Results of this study will add to the school leadership literature and may be used to enhance 
principal preparation programs as well as district and state staff development initiatives for 
school administrators. In summary, the merit of this study is its attempt to move beyond general 
leadership theories by examining the impact of certain aspects of principal behaviors on student 
achievement.	  
Organization of the Research 
Chapter One has presented the introduction, statement of the problem, purpose of the 
study, significance of the study, theoretical framework, research questions, definition of terms, 
delimitations, limitations, and summary. Chapter Two presents a review of related literature and 
research pertaining to the study. The methodology is further explained in Chapter Three. The 
results and analysis of the research are included in Chapter Four, and Chapter Five contains a 
summary of the findings, conclusions from such findings, and a discussion and 
recommendations for further study. 
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Chapter Two: Literature Review	  
The purpose of this research is to examine the level of global-mindedness within the 
leadership of North Carolina public high schools and its relationship to student achievement. 
This chapter includes a review of the literature that introduces the concepts related to 
globalization, global education and 21st century skills. The past and present role of the school 
principal are identified and explored as it relates to student achievement. Additionally, the five 
dimensions of global-mindedness and their importance to educational leadership will be 
identified to assist readers with an understanding of the essential elements of this multifaceted 
approach, which is key to the success of students. Lastly, this study’s inclusion of demographic 
variables and school characteristics are identified and their rationale explained.	  
Globalization 
National lines are blurring, citizens of the world are blending, and the cultures of 
different peoples are fusing (Langenfeld & Nieberding, 2005; Stewart, 2007). Trade policies, 
immigration laws, and emerging technologies all contribute to this homogenization of the 
human population. For example, recent innovations in technology make more detailed 
information available to more people than ever before. Cable news, instant messaging, 
voiceover IP services, email, tweets, and blogging are just a few types of technological 
advances that keep people globally connected and informed. Considerable mobility within and 
between populations results in greater racial and ethnic diversity, especially within large cities. 
Immigration and emigration are no longer the remarkable phenomenon they once were.  
To be successful internationally, businesses have discovered that they must integrate 
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activities and coordinate resources across national borders. Kagan and Stewart (2004) 
expounded upon the interconnected economies of companies and industries, the importance of 
avoiding cultural missteps to the maintenance of national security, and the need to reduce 
misinformation. Countries that traditionally have been largely unable to compete on a global 
economic scale have been thrust to the forefront of business development. For example, India 
has developed its own accomplished, export-oriented software and IT service industry since the 
United States began outsourcing many jobs to this low-wage country. These changes have 
allowed India to increase its wealth and industrial prowess, thus allowing for increased 
international competition (Friedman, 2007). 
Historically, globalization has been predominantly driven by the norms and culture of 
European and American businesses. However, consistent with the growth and dispersal of 
current technologies, the emerging face of globalization is changing rapidly from the once 
dominant Western ideals, to become more flat—meaning that there have been major shifts in 
the world (e.g. wireless technology) that have made it possible for us to connect with the rest of 
the world much effortlessly (Friedman, 2007). In other words, globalization enables everyone to 
be a player and take part in shaping of the future. For example, Friedman wrote that in 2004, 
there were 100,000 American tax returns outsourced to India. In 2005, there were 400,000 
outsourced. This number continues to rise each year, indicating that the world is flattening out 
(Friedman, 2007). In his book, Friedman concludes that it would behoove young Americans to 
think of themselves as competing against every young person in the world. He cautions people 
to think globally, instead of just in a local context. For students, this means acquiring new, 
challenging and innovative skills. 
Schools are an agency for social change (Fullan, 1993) and, as such, should strive to 
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foster the development of students to be open-minded and able to think in a global context. 
Therefor, schools are faced with finding innovative and inclusive methods of instruction. 
According to the American Council on Education (n.d.), individuals who are able to transition 
easily across cultural and political boundaries will be exceptionally well placed for success. 
This will require schools to identify evolving global issues and find inventive and 
comprehensive methods of instruction. 
Kagan and Stewart (2004) call for the deliberate educational preparation of all students, 
so they can be decisive contributors in an integrated world. They propose educational 
institutions in the United States shift their paradigm from community concerns to international 
concerns, from federal and state accountability benchmarks to the skills demanded by the global 
marketplace.  
According to Clarke (2004), established processes to provide for an increasingly diverse 
society are essential. However, according to Bryan and Vavrus (2005) and Waks (2006), 
Americans seem unwilling and unable to successfully incorporate new groups into mainstream 
society. The renowned National Geographic Society (2006) Roper Public Affairs survey, which 
studied the geographical knowledge and skills of young Americans aged 18–24, brought light to 
this issue. In the survey, National Geographic Society (2006) found that 63% of people could 
not locate Iraq on a world map, 74% thought that English was the most commonly spoken 
language, and 75% did not know Indonesia is a predominantly Muslim nation. In her research, 
Hett (1993) concludes that individuals, who are sensitive to those differences, respond much 
better in a global context. Globally-minded people recognize that people from other cultures 
think, argue, and perceive things very differently (Hett, 1993). 
	   19 
Workforce Trends in the 21st Century Global Economy 
The 21st century global economy demands a new kind of worker. Wonacott (2002) uses 
the term “gold collar” worker to describe the creative and strategic thinkers needed to compete 
in the global economy of the 21st century. Pink (2005) believes that economic survival will rely 
on workers’ creative capacity as well as their ability to think unconventionally, question the 
status quo, and deal with ambiguous situations and problems. 
Twenty-first century technological advances bring a demand for highly skilled workers 
in order to support high productivity. The famous futurist thinker, Toffler (1970), believed that 
societies are caught up in the “third wave” of industrialization and can look to computer 
technology as a means to shape a high-wage, high-skill future. Toffler (1970) described this 
concept when he wrote, “By instructing students how to learn, unlearn and relearn, a powerful 
new dimension can be added to education.” (p. 271) The meaning in Toffler’s statement is 
found in the studies conducted by the RAND Corporation, which also asserted that 21st century 
work requires higher level cognitive skills such as managing, interpreting, validating, 
transforming, communicating and acting on information (Karoly & Panis, 2004). Non-routine 
analytic skills such as abstract reasoning and problem solving will be essential in jobs from 
high-level engineers to mail delivery workers (Karoly & Panis, 2004). 
Technological progress increases the demand for highly skilled work, which in turn 
increases the value for higher education degrees and unique skill sets. Using personal 
discussions with Chief Executive Officers (CEO) of Fortune 500 companies, Wagner (2008) 
documents the skills American students need to thrive in this new flattened workforce. These 
business leaders believe that the 21st century workers must encompass the ability to think 
critically, collaborate, adapt, initiate, communicate effectively, analyze information, and be 
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imaginative (Wagner, 2008). Wagner’s set of survival skills is reflected in many 21st century 
frameworks, such as the one adopted by the state of North Carolina, Partnership for 21st Century 
Skills framework (Partnership for 21st Century Skills, 2011). 
Building on Friedman’s (2007) ideas and on the skills that are needed in the 21st century, 
a 2008 report “Ensuring U.S. Students Receive a World-Class Education” claims that due to the 
flattening of the global economy, Americans are losing ground while people from places such 
as Eastern Europe, India, China, and Brazil are gaining access, and thus gaining ground 
(National Governors Association, the Council of Chief State School Officers, and Achieve, Inc., 
2008). Additionally, the report states, “More jobs are going to the best educated no matter 
where they live, which means that Americans will face more competition than ever for work.” 
(p. 5) Highly skilled workers can now be found anywhere around the globe, regardless of the 
business’s location. By doing business in this fashion, companies are selecting locations that 
reflect low cost benefits during the stages of production. With the emergence of technology and 
information technology careers, workers can now collaborate without physically relocating 
(National Governors Association, the Council of Chief State School Officers, and Achieve, Inc., 
2008).  
The demand for highly skilled labor is increasing as well as the need for additional 
schooling and training to fulfill these positions. Even with the increase in American workers 
who have post-secondary degrees, according to the United States Department of Labor (2013), 
the U.S. is still projected to have a shortage of qualified workers for the fastest growing job 
sectors, which include health care, technology, and the sciences in the years 2012-2022. 
Forecasting this distressing future, in 2011 The Financial Times stated, “The size of the skills 
gap [has] not diminished... In fact, manufacturers predict the problem to worsen-suggesting that 
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the U.S. needs to focus on re-educating the workforce if it is to tackle long-term joblessness.” 
(p. 1) 
The Levin Institute (2005) rationalizes that this predicted shortage is due to new 
participants in the international economy, especially from the BRIC countries (Brazil, Russia, 
India, and China). The rise of the BRIC countries is changing the power dynamics in world 
affairs. The BRICs are defined as countries at the equivalent stage of economic development, 
but not yet at the point where they would be classified as more developed (The Levin Institute, 
2005). The BRIC stance argues that since the four countries are developing with such rapidity, 
their combined economies could surpass the collective economies of the current wealthiest 
countries by 2050. These four countries represent roughly 40% of the world’s population and 
25% of global GDP (The Levin Institute, 2005). Virtually unscathed from the recent worldwide 
financial crisis, these countries are poised for long-term growth (The Levin Institute, 2005).  
The BRIC countries offer investors the opportunity for growth. Multinationals 
worldwide are flocking to these countries, hoping to take advantage of their markets (Goldman 
Sachs, 2003; The Levin Institute, 2005). For example, in 2010 General Motors sold more cars in 
China than in the U.S (China Buisness Review, 2011). By the year 2020, China is expected to 
become the world’s largest aviation market, and by 2025 it is expected to become the world’s 
largest luxury good market (Goldman Sachs, 2003; The Levin Institute, 2005). A Goldman 
Sachs report notes, “The developed world cannot compete with the four BRIC countries in 
terms of growth and incremental consumption in the decade ahead and beyond” (Goldman 
Sachs, 2003). 
 Globally, knowledge industries are increasing in number— with up to 85 percent of 
new positions created in the 21st century, requiring specialized skills (Bisson, Stephenson, & 
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Viguerie, 2010). However, in addition to the BRIC countries’ influence in the global economy, 
American college-age adults may be contributing to this worker shortage by not pursuing 
degrees in mathematics, science and engineering fields, which have potential for high economic 
growth (Bisson, Stephenson, & Viguerie, 2010). In fact, according to National Science Board 
(2014), in 2010, more than 5.5 million university degrees were awarded in Science and 
Engineering worldwide. Students in China earned about 24%, those in the European Union 
(EU) earned about 17%, and those in the United States earned about 10% of these degrees. This 
trend is troubling given that jobs in the science and engineering sectors are growing nearly five 
times faster than other jobs in the marketplace (Friedman, 2007). 
This shift in the global economy and changes in technology have impacted the nature of 
business and work. Florida (2007) describes this innovative new global economy as the creative 
age. The real challenge is to prepare future workers, our students, to be prepared for these 
changes (Partnership for 21st Century Skills, 2011). Therefore, the economic health and future 
of the country depends upon the education of today’s youth, which can better equip them to 
succeed in the 21st century.  
In a publication from the Asia Society entitled, “Educating for Global Competitiveness,” 
Mansilla and Jackson (2011) found that in order for students to be competitive and successful 
workers in today’s world, they must “understand key topics of global significance in areas like 
engineering, business, science, history, ecology, and other domains that may constitute their 
future work” (p. 2). They further state that students should “deploy and develop this expertise as 
they investigate such issues, recognizing multiple perspectives, communicating their views 
effectively, and taking action to improve conditions.” (p. xiii) In summarizing the report, 
Mansilla and Jackson (2011) stated that the goal for today’s educators is to prepare students for 
	   23 
a changing world, instantaneous communication and new human relationships in virtual as well 
as in real worlds.	  
International Comparisons in Education 
 The United States is not alone in realizing the importance of preparing students to 
collaborate and compete in the world. Recently, countries around the globe have seen the rise in 
initiatives to imbed global principles in their curricula. For example, in a landmark document 
titled the Maastricht Global Education (2002), representatives of the European Council 
expanded the global education framework to “open people’s eyes and minds to the realities of 
the world and awaken them to bring about a world of greater justice, equity, and human rights 
for all.” (p. 67) From the European Council’s viewpoint, global education is thought to 
encompass, but is not limited to, education for human rights, sustainability, peace and conflict 
prevention, interculturality, and citizenship. 
 In Great Britain, the Department for International Development integrates global 
development issues into the formal curriculum through the Global Partnership Schools 
Program, linking their schools to schools in Africa, Asia, Latin America, and the Caribbean 
(British Council, 2013). The Global Citizen Program prepares Swedish students, teachers, and 
school leaders to appreciate and have a deeper connection to countries considered critical to a 
prosperous future in Sweden (AIESEC, 2013). Partnerships with schools in China and India 
prepare students for the real-world and its demands, from studying abroad to participating in 
sustainable development, commercial social responsibility, and economy and finances. In India, 
global education efforts build on ancient traditions of nonviolence and universal brotherhood. 
India’s National Curriculam Framework for School Education calls for a school curriculum that 
promotes national identity and unity but also strives to create an awareness of the imperative to 
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promote peace and understanding between all nations for human prosperity (National Council 
of Educational Research and Training, 2013). The framework expects global education to be 
embedded in existing subjects, although particular curricula focusing on social justice and peace 
have also been recommended (National Council of Educational Research and Training, 2013). 
Another international example of educational reform comes from The Royal Society of 
the Arts (RSA) in Great Britain (Royal Society for the Encouragement of Arts, 2014). This 
organization responded to the changing demands of the 21st century by launching an educational 
campaign called Opening Minds (Aynsley, Brown, & Sebba, 2012). In 1999, the RSA initiated 
this framework based on eight years of educational research in teaching specific student 
competencies. The overarching goals for this educational reform initiative in Great Britain are 
to prepare young people for the uncertain social and economic demands of the future. The 
Opening Minds framework emphasizes practices and standards that engage students to become 
lifelong learners (Royal Society for the Encouragement of Arts, 2014). The organization 
advocates a student-centered approach to learning that integrates educational standards and 
competencies needed to be successful workers and responsible citizens (Aynsley, Brown, & 
Sebba, 2012). Competencies such a meta-cognitive skills, citizenship and global awareness are 
examples of skills the RSA feels are integral for 21st century success. They reaffirm the need for 
development of a new digital literacy for 21st century learners (Royal Society for the 
Encouragement of Arts, 2014). Along with the technology skills, the RSA believes that self-
directional skills such as managing time and adapting to change as well as high order thinking 
skills are needed in all school curricula; thus, they offer resources for schools to implement 
these components in their school organizations (Royal Society for the Encouragement of Arts, 
2014).  
	   25 
As these examples illustrate, countries around the world are articulating their global 
education agendas in alignment with 21st century skills. In its effort to stay competitive with 
other industrialized nations, the United States has participated in international assessments. The 
PISA (Program for International Student Assessments) assessed whether 15 year-old students 
could recall what they learned in science, mathematics and reading, and how well they could 
apply their knowledge in new situations. In its latest assessment, more than 510,000 15-year-old 
students from 65 countries participated (Program for International Student Assessment, 2012). 
The assessment measured literacy in mathematics, reading, science and problem solving and 
served as a tool to revise and guide new international competency domains. The test’s 
objectives were to measure the aptitude of an individual working in teams, independently and 
with information tools such as language and technology. In 2009, PISA results ranked the 
United States 23rd
 
in reading, 36th
 
in math, and 27th
 
in science (Program for International 
Student Assessment, 2012).  
Similarly designed, the Progress in International Reading Literacy Study (PIRLS) is 
another measure that was developed to assess the reading literacy of fourth grade students 
around the world. Data from the PIRLS 2011 assessment revealed that while the scale score for 
American students of 556 was significantly above the PIRLS international average of 500, it 
lagged behind the top performing nations by approximately 15 scale score points (Institute of 
Education Sciences, 2011). 
In 2011, the Trends in International Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS) report 
measured the academic performance of the United States against 55 other participating nations. 
TIMSS assessed the mathematics and science knowledge and skills of 4th- and 8th-graders 
internationally (Institute of Education Sciences, 2011). In fourth grade, the U.S. average 
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mathematics score (541) was higher than the TIMSS scale average of 500. Although the United 
States was among the top 15 education systems, many other countries scored above the U.S., 
including Singapore, Korea, Hong Kong-China, Chinese Taipei, Japan, Northern Ireland, and 
Flemish Belgium. In eighth grade, the U.S. average mathematics score (509) was higher than 
the TIMSS scale average of 500; however, the United States dropped to be among the top 24 
education systems in mathematics. Among the education systems that scored above the U.S. 
average were Korea, Singapore, Chinese Taipei, Hong Kong-China, Japan, Russia, and Quebec-
Canada (see Appendix F).  
In fourth grade, the U.S. average science score (544) was higher than the TIMSS scale 
average of 500. The United States was among the top 10 education systems. Nations with 
average science scores above the U.S. average were Korea, Singapore, Finland, Japan, Russia, 
and Chinese Taipei. However, by eighth grade the United States dropped to an average of 
525. Countries with average science scores above the U.S. were Singapore, Chinese Taipei, 
Korea, Japan, Finland, Alberta-Canada, Slovenia, Russia, and Hong Kong-China (see Appendix 
G).  
Although the United States lags behind other industrialized nations in regards to 
educational achievement, American schools have been exceptionally well funded in comparison 
to their international counterparts. In 2011, the Organization for Economic Cooperation and 
Development (OECD) calculated that the United States spent approximately $15,000 per 
student, 40 percent higher than the OECD average (Figure 2). Despite spending the most per 
pupil in public education, student achievement scores, as measured by international tests (PISA, 
PIRLS, TIMSS), still place American students at a disadvantage. 
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Figure 2: Annual Expenditure per Student by Educational Institutions, by Type of Service 
(2010) 
 
For a nation with a GDP over $16 trillion, which ranks number one in the world (Central 
Intelligence Agency, 2013), American public school students are not performing at a level 
commensurate with the wealth potential of their nation. Ultimately, the sense that American 
students lack the skills to compete against international students supports the narrative 
mandating structural changes to the education system.	  
Conceptual Framework for 21st Century Skills 
To prepare students to be successful in the 21st century workforce, several organizations 
have developed frameworks to help educators incorporate 21st century skills into core academic 
subjects. The 21st century frameworks to be analyzed in this section are enGauge, Asia Society, 
Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development’s (OECD) Definition and Selection 
of Competencies (DeSeCo), and Partnership for 21st Century Skills. Because Partnership for 21st 
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Century Skills conceptual framework was adopted by the state of North Carolina, it was 
selected as a foundation this study. The following section compares and contrasts the four 21st 
century frameworks. 
enGauge framework. Developed in 2003, the enGauge framework took an important 
step forward into the digital age (The Metiri Group & NCREL, 2003). Similar to Partnership for 
21st Century Skills framework, the enGauge framework focuses on the importance of 
integrating digital literacy, innovative thinking, communication, and productivity competencies 
into academic content (Figure 3). 
 
	  
Figure 3: enGauge Framework 	  
The enGauge framework places a great deal of importance on productivity skills, which 
encompass managing complexities, curiosity, risk-taking, prioritizing, planning and managing 
for results. This skill set is an important part of 21st century competencies. Unlike Partnership 
for 21st Century Skills framework, the enGauge framework includes visual literacy as part of 
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digital literacies. Defined by the organization, visual literacy is the ability to create, use, and 
interpret visual media to further knowledge, decision-making, communication and learning (The 
Metiri Group & NCREL, 2003). Although Partnership for 21st Century Skills does not dedicate 
a specific section to visual literacy, the organization stresses the necessity for students to be 
digitally literate, and to be able to analyze, apply and create media products (Partnership for 21st 
Century Skills, 2011). 
Asia Society framework. The Asia Society’s 21st Century Skills framework (Figure 4) 
is based on a literacy that is essential for communication and interaction across all boundaries 
(Asia Society, 2013). Fundamental to this framework is the premise that individuals must learn 
global competence. The Asia Society (2013) believes that individuals need to be able to acquire 
and apply knowledge, recognize and consider various perspectives, exchange ideas, and take 
action. All of these skills are considered to be essential for cultural understanding and social 
justice. 
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Figure 4: The Asia Society’s 21st Century Framework 	  
The Asia Society (2013) recommends that curriculum be infused with a global focus. 
Additionally, The Asia Society (2013) recommends collegial collaboration to strategically plan 
and share resources. This practice reflects a knowledge-based economy, which demands 
workers to communicate and solve problems collaboratively (Karoly & Panis, 2004).  
The use of online resources and service-learning are tools for teaching both local and 
global issues. Professional use of this technology is an accurate model of what needs to be 
taught to students to be successful in the 21st century (Karoly & Panis, 2004; Friedman, 2007). 
This curriculum design reflects the multi-dimensional work environment that Friedman (2007) 
describes whereby learning is achieved through active, student-centered instruction.  
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Digital technology skills allow students to investigate the world, recognize and weigh 
perspectives, communicate ideas with peers in other countries, and take action to improve the 
world (Asia Society, 2013). These skills include media literacy, which prepares students to 
determine the accuracy and bias of sources, and digital technology, which demands that 
students be proficient at nonlinear thinking and multitasking (Friedman, 2007; Karoly & Panis, 
2004). Service-learning, travel exchanges and connections with parents and community are 
further priorities of 21st century learning as defined by the Asia Society (2013).   
DeSeCo framework. The DeSeCo framework outlines competencies that are linked and 
complement PISA (Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development, 2005). Like the 
other 21st century frameworks, the competencies in this framework relate to knowledge and 
skills that students must acquire in order to be successful in the 21st century. The DeSeCo 
competencies, however, stress that the total competencies of combined individuals affect the 
ability to achieve common societal goals (Organization for Economic Cooperation and 
Development, 2005). As explained in Figure 5, the DeSeCo framework describes competencies 
that make individuals successful in their personal, social and work life. These individual actions 
also contribute to a profitable society (Organization for Economic Cooperation and 
Development, 2005). 
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Figure 5: OECD DeSeCo Framework Student Outcomes - How Collective Competencies 
Affect Society 
 
The DeSeCo framework (Figure 6) categorizes these competencies in three broad 
categories: communication literacy, social literacy and acting autonomously (also essential 
components in Partnership for 21st Century Skills Framework). The ability of individuals to use 
tools, language, symbols and texts interactively is essential under the DeSeCo Framework 
(Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development, 2005). The ability to interact in 
diverse groups relates to collaborating and working with others, as well as to managing and 
being able to resolve conflict in a positive and effective manner. Acting autonomously is a 
major competency, which includes understanding the larger picture, being able to manage life 
and personal plans, and the ability to affirm and defend one’s own rights, interests, limits, and 
needs (Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development, 2005). 
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Figure 6: DeSeCo Competencies 	  	   Partnership for 21st Century Skills framework. Partnership for 21st Century Skills 
defines 21st century student outcomes as the knowledge and skills (competencies) that students 
should learn and understand to be successful in their life and work (Partnership for 21st Century 
Skills, 2011). Under Partnership for 21st Century Skills framework, 21st century students have to 
have competencies in core subjects. The core subjects include language arts, world languages, 
art, mathematics, economics, science, geography, history, government and civics. Furthermore, 
students must be globally aware and have financial, economic, business, entrepreneurial, civic, 
health and environmental literacy. These 21st
 
century themes should be woven into the 
curriculum to promote higher-order learning. To be prepared for the work and life demands of a 
global world, Partnership for 21st Century Skills believes that students must also possess 
learning, innovation, creativity, critical thinking, problem solving, communication and 
collaboration skills. Finally, students must have information, media and technology skills, and 
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life and career skills to be prepared and be able to meet the demands of a globalized world and 
economy (Partnership for 21st Century Skills, 2011). 
The key elements of 21st
 
century learning in this framework are represented in Figure 7. 
The image embodies both 21st century student outcomes, represented by the rainbow arches, 
and support systems, represented by light blue pools at the bottom. Although the 21st century 
competencies and skills are delineated separately, they are designed to be integrated into content 
curriculum and academic learning. The critical elements in this framework are the emphasis on 
core subjects and learning skills; the ability to use 21st century tools; and economic, social and 
civic awareness (Partnership for 21st Century Skills, 2011). 
 
         
Figure 7: Partnership for 21st Century Skills Framework 
 
Partnership for 21st Century Skills (2011) believes students should master core subjects; 
however, that mastery should reach higher levels when students can apply the knowledge to 
real-life scenarios while integrating the 21st century interdisciplinary themes: global awareness; 
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financial, economic, business and entrepreneurial literacy; and health, civic and environmental 
literacy (p. 2). 
As described by Partnership for 21st Century Skills (2011), a major student outcome is 
global awareness— being able to work collaboratively and communicate effectively with 
people from diverse cultures, perspectives, and religions. Furthermore, students must be able to 
comprehend and sympathize with other nations and cultures. This includes being 
knowledgeable of global issues and having the initiative to become informed. Researchers, 
educators and business leaders also propose that, to thrive in life and work, individuals must 
possess learning and innovation skills (Friedman, 2007; Partnership for 21st Century Skills, 
2011; Wagner, 2008).  
In 2008, the North Carolina State Board of Education revised their guiding mission to 
state, “Every public school student will graduate from high school globally competitive for 
work and postsecondary education and prepared for life in the 21st century.” (p. 1) And by 
design, the North Carolina State Board of Education embraced Partnership for 21st Century 
Skills framework in order to bring the infusion of 21st century skills across the state (North 
Carolina State Board of Education, 2008). Additionally, the North Carolina State Board of 
Education stated that 21st century leaders should govern North Carolina public schools in order 
to achieve its mission (North Carolina State Board of Education, 2008). Principals today are 
called upon to be the change agents, to provide the leadership and vision for instructional 
change within the school. Given this information, the global-mindedness of the principal will be 
a critical factor in determining any global focus that is initiated or sustained within the school. 
Summary of 21st Century frameworks. As a whole, Partnership for the 21st Century 
Skills framework is consistent with the enGauge, Asia Society, and DeSeCo frameworks. All 
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four frameworks place an enormous emphasis on learning, innovation, information, media, life 
skills, and career skills. The difference is that enGauge, Asia Society, and DeSeCo emphasize 
some of the skills that Partnership for 21st Century Skills classifies as sub-skills. Partnership for 
21st Century Skills, however, delves deeper and specifies 21st century interdisciplinary themes 
(global awareness, and financial, economic, business, entrepreneurial, civic, health and 
environmental literacy) as essential components of the framework.  
Unlike the enGauge, Asia Society, and the DeSeCo frameworks, the Partnership for 21st 
Century Skills framework focuses on integrated curriculum, rather than a set of contextual skills 
(Partnership for 21st Century Skills, 2011). Partnership for 21st Century Skills framework uses 
the 20th century K-12 core subjects and specifies the integration of 21st century themes into the 
core content areas. Partnership’s framework takes 20th century skills to a higher level where 
students can apply the knowledge and use it in real-world situations while integrating 21st 
century skills. Partnership for 21st Century Skills framework shows how students, their ability to 
apply knowledge using different mediums and environments, and technology work together to 
accomplish 21st century tasks that otherwise would be unattainable (Partnership for 21st Century 
Skills, 2011). 
As discussed in the previous section, Partnership for 21st Century Skills framework 
further emphasizes the important elements that support the integration of 21st century skills in 
the core curriculum. For the skills and knowledge to be implemented, 21st century standards, 
assessments, curriculum, instruction, professional development, and learning environments have 
to be aligned to support the 21st century outcomes. Partnership for 21st Century Skills 
framework offers a holistic approach in preparing students to compete in the 21st century 
(Partnership for 21st Century Skills, 2011).	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History of the School Principal 
The emergence of the school principal began in the mid-nineteenth century 
(Rousmaniere, 2007). With the formation of graded schools in urban areas, a head teacher came 
into existence to help guide or lead the other teachers in the school. According to Rousmaniere 
(2007), the lead teacher or principal teacher was the authority in the school who organized 
curriculum, served as the disciplinarian, and supervised operations of the school. With the 
continuation of urbanization in the United States, the development of the principal’s position 
continued until majority of urban schools had a principal. However, the role of the principal was 
different within schools—principals either taught and assumed minor operational duties or 
served as a clerk with record keeping duties (Rousmaniere, 2007). 
From the mid 1800s to the 1930s, the principal had a position of standing and power 
(Kafka, 2009). Due of the increase of students and teachers, school principals were called to 
lead the daily operations of schools and given increased managerial responsibilities (McFadden, 
Maahs-Fladung, Becck-Frazier, & Bruckner, 2009). As schools grew, the duties and 
responsibilities of principals grew to include finance, personnel, management of the facility, and 
instructional leadership (Goodwin, Cunningham, & Eagle, 2005). Leading into the 20th century, 
the principal’s role further evolved into administrator, supervisor, instructional leader, and 
politician (Kafka, 2009). 
In the early 1900s, the National Association of Secondary School Principals held their 
first annual meeting, thereby recognizing the principal position as a legitimate profession 
(Goodwin et al., 2005; Kafka, 2009). During this meeting, the Report of the National Education 
Association Commission on the Reorganization of Secondary Education (CRSE) was issued, 
recognizing the development of secondary education in the United States (Goodwin et al., 
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2005). Additionally, the National Education Association established that the principal should 
hold specific knowledge and skills— these led to the development of professional associations, 
research studies, and publications (Kafka, 2009). 
The report by the CRSE also recognized the principal as the coordinator of all school 
related activities and ultimately responsible for curriculum, instruction, and all school-related 
activities (Goodwin et al., 2005). From this point forward, principals were given independence 
and autonomy by their superintendents and allowed to lead their schools as they deemed 
necessary (Kafka, 2009).  
By the mid 1930s, principals had no teaching duties and were responsible for their own 
professional growth (Kafka, 2009). In this era, their chief responsibility was to improve and 
supervise instruction (Goodwin et al., 2005), which included evaluating, hiring, retaining, and 
firing teachers (Kafka, 2009). Principals were also responsible for building community relations 
(Goodwin et al., 2005), thus establishing themselves as local community leaders by reaching 
beyond parents and teachers and involving the community as a whole (Kafka, 2009). 
As the United States moved into the latter part of the 20th century, a new era of school 
effectiveness and accountability underscored the importance of school leadership. Research on 
effective schools during this era highlighted the importance of the role of the school principal. 
The principal was the person who oversaw the distribution of resources, supervised programs, 
communicated legislation, provided instructional leadership, and encouraged collaboration 
(Usdan, McCloud, & Podmostko, 2000).  
Now, in the 21st century, principals have more responsibility and are held more 
accountable than ever before for the education of all students (Lashley, 2007; Praisner, 2003). 
Due to the complexity of reform mandates and societal changes, it is essential for schools to 
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have effective principals as leaders. As educational leaders, principals face the challenge of 
improving teaching and ensuring academic success for all students. According to Lashway 
(2003), the role of the principal is rapidly changing from simply encouraging teachers’ efforts to 
leading teachers to produce tangible results. 
Principals’ Impact on Student Achievement 
Existing research supports the notion that school leadership is one of the most important 
factors for improving student achievement. Researchers at the Mid-continent Research for 
Education and Learning (McREL) have concluded that effective principals impact student 
achievement through their leadership practices (Waters et al., 2003). Although teachers play the 
most vital role in the success of students, leadership is also considered to be a crucial 
component as it relates to students’ academic achievement.  
Nicholson and Tracy (2001) suggest that principals have the power and authority to 
affect change in a school. They argue that leaders are either facilitators or blockers of change in 
education. This powerful idea implies that principals can either be the lifeline or the ruination of 
a school. Nicholson and Tracy declare that principals have this power because they have access 
to both the structure of the organization and the life of the classroom. Principals are required to 
understand the intricate workings of a school’s organization and the way that both the classroom 
and the teacher impact student achievement.  
Further research has shown that principals as leaders are vital in constructing what 
occurs in a school, and how they lead makes a difference in student performance, school 
culture, and teacher growth and effectiveness (Maulding et al., 2010; Stephens & Hermond, 
2009). Additionally, the principal’s leadership has been shown to be a critical factor in 
influencing student motivation and achievement (MacNeil, Prater, & Busch, 2009; Moore, 
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2009). According to Moore (2009), a principal’s leadership “has a direct effect on school 
organization, school ethos, teacher efficacy, staff morale and satisfaction, staff retention, 
teachers’ commitment, teachers’ extra work, and teachers’ attitude,” (p. 22) all of which affects 
student success (Stephens & Hermond, 2009). 
Ultimately, it is the principal who is responsible for the success or failure of the school. 
Although teachers and students both play a role in the school’s success, the final responsibility 
falls on the principal’s shoulders. Karhuse (2007) emphasizes this notion by stating, “While 
teacher quality is vitally important, research increasingly shows that the quality of school 
leadership is also crucial to student and school performance” (p. l).  
School leaders have also been recognized as the catalyst for instructional changes in 
schools, and their level of involvement can determine the success of these changes (Bays & 
Crockett, 2007; Cooner, Tochterman, & Garrison-Wade, 2004; Riordan, 2003). Waters et al. 
(2003) describe effective leadership as “balanced” – a matter of knowing when, how, and why 
to do what needs to be done. In an extensive review of more than 5,000 school leadership 
studies, Waters et al. (2003) found that an effective principal can have as much as a ten 
percentile point gain influence on norm referenced tests.  
Cotton (2003) identified principals’ behaviors related to student outcomes, including 
achievement. Cotton’s synthesis of the research spanned the 1970s to the early 2000s (with a 
focus on post-1985 research), covering 81 reports that represented an extensive sample, 
including multiple school contextual variables (e.g. socioeconomic status, school level, 
ethnicity). A large proportion of studies were from the elementary level and surveyed teachers 
from high-achieving schools concerning the behaviors of their principals. From the review, 
Cotton identified 25 leadership behaviors that were consistently acknowledged in the literature 
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as having a positive effect on student achievement. Examples of these leadership behaviors 
included the following: high expectations for student learning; self-confidence, responsibility, 
and perseverance; visibility and accessibility; positive and supportive school climate; 
communication and interaction; parent and community outreach and involvement; and 
collaboration. Cotton’s influence can be seen in the meta-analysis of Marzano et al. (2005).  
In 2005, Marzano et al. conducted a meta-analysis of existing studies on school 
leadership as practiced by principals. The researchers considered all existing studies on school 
leadership and principals conducted from 1978-2001, which resulted in quantitative analysis of 
69 studies. Overall, their meta-analysis yielded a computed “correlation between the leadership 
behavior of the principal and the average academic achievement of students in the school to be 
0.25” (Marzano et al., 2005, p. 10). In perspective, if a principal with average leadership 
competence (50th percentile) were leading an typical school (50th percentile), and the 
principal’s ability increased by one standard deviation (from 50th to 84th percentile), the 0.25 
correlation would indicate that student achievement would jump to the 60th percentile (Marzano 
et al., 2005). However, taking the example further, if that average principal’s ability jumped to 
99%, the 0.25 correlation would indicate that student achievement would jump to the 72nd 
percentile (Marzano et al., 2005). Based on their meta-analysis, “a highly effective school leader 
can have dramatic influence on the overall academic achievement of students” (Marzano et al., 
2005, p. 10). This meta-analysis led other researchers to conclude that “effective educational 
leadership makes a difference in improving learning” (Nettles & Herrington, 2007, p. 725). In 
other words, school principals make a difference in the schools they serve (Marzano et al., 
2005). 
Leithwood et al. (2004) reviewed three kinds of research studies to determine the effects 
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of school leadership on student achievement. These studies included qualitative case studies in 
exceptional school settings (i.e., settings where students achieve significantly above or below 
expectations), large-scale quantitative studies of direct and indirect effects of school leadership 
on student outcomes, and large-scale quantitative studies examining specific leadership 
practices. Based on their research, Leithwood et al. (2004) estimated a correlation range of 0.17 
and 0.22 between leadership and student achievement (as cited in Marzano et al., 2005). As 
Marzano et al. (2005) note, the 0.17 - 0.22 correlation range is very similar to their meta-
analysis correlation of 0.25. As a result of their study, Leithwood et al. (2004) determined “that 
successful leadership can play a highly significant – and frequently underestimated – role in 
improving student learning” (p. 5). A large amount of the literature reviewed by these authors 
emphasized the principal’s role in instructional leadership and frequently cited that an effective 
principal is attuned to his/her own beliefs and values.  
Witziers, Bosker, and Kruger (2003) reviewed and selected 37 studies on the direct 
effects of leadership and student achievement between 1986 and 1996. Witziers et al. (2003) 
utilized a correlation coefficient to measure the relationship between leadership and student 
achievement. In contrast to Marzano et al. (2005), Witziers et al. (2003) found a statistically 
insignificant 0.02 correlation between principal practices and student achievement. In other 
words, they concluded that there is virtually no relationship between principals (behaviors, 
practices, and/or responsibilities) and student achievement. Next to the Marzano et al. 0.25 
correlation, the Witziers et al. 0.02 correlation yields a minimal increase in student achievement. 
In review, in the Marzano et al. example, if an average principal (50th percentile) in an average 
school (50th percentile) improved by one standard deviation (to the 84th percentile), it could be 
predicted that student achievement would increase 10% to the 60th percentile. Using the same 
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scenario with the Witziers et al. 0.02 correlation, if an average principal at an average school 
improved one standard deviation (to the 84th percentile), it could be predicted that student 
achievement would only increase 1% to the 51st percentile (Marzano et al., 2005). However, 
Witziers et al. (2003) acknowledged that indirect effects between principals and student 
achievement could exist. 
Seashore-Louis, Wahlstrom, Leithwood, and Anderson (2010) and Marks and Printy 
(2003) examined the relationship between principal leadership behaviors and student 
achievement. From survey data of 4,491 teachers in 2005 and 3,900 teachers in 2008 (n = 106 
schools), Seashore-Louis et al. (2010) conducted a stepwise linear regression between the 
dependent variable (math proficiency) and the independent variables (focused instruction, 
professional community, building level, instructional leadership, trust in principal, and shared 
leadership) to determine if leadership behaviors and attributes (trust, instructional leadership, 
and shared leadership) were related to student achievement. Correlation analysis revealed that 
while achievement scores in mathematics were significantly related to focused instruction 
(r=0.27, p ≤ .01), professional community (r=0.20, p ≤ .05), and teachers’ trust in the principal 
(r=0.25, p ≤ .05), achievement scores were not significantly associated with principal behaviors 
of shared leadership (r=0.17, p ≥ .05) and instructional leadership (r=-0.07, p ≥ .05) (Seashore-
Louis et al., 2010). The regression analysis suggested that when leadership behaviors were 
added to the regression model, a large increase in variance (r=0.44; r2 =0.19) for student math 
proficiency was found. Seashore-Louis et al. (2010) concluded that shared and instructional 
leadership behaviors, when considered together, had the potential to improve student learning. 
They also asserted that their findings were complex and in need of further analysis.  
Marks and Printy (2003) studied 22 schools, mostly urban, representing various school 
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levels and enrolling substantial proportions of economically disadvantaged and minority 
students. Their mixed method research design of teacher questionnaires, site visits, and 
interviews of teachers and administrators at the school and district level sought to identify the 
effect of transformational and shared instructional leadership on school performance. School 
performance was represented by the dependent variables of pedagogical quality and authentic 
achievement. Pedagogical quality was based on standardized ratings of teachers’ scores on 
classroom instruction and assessment tasks as observed by raters. Authentic achievement was 
based on student performance in mathematics and social studies on three standards of 
intellectual quality: (1) analysis, (2) disciplinary concepts, and (3) elaborated written 
communication. Marks and Printy (2003) found schools that displayed integrated leadership 
(the coexistence of high levels of transformational and shared instructional leadership) had 
greater student performance, although they cautioned about generalizing their findings due to 
the school characteristics of the sample they used. 
The studies of Seashore-Louis et al. (2010) and Marks and Printy (2003) grouped 
instructional leadership with other forms of leadership or as shared behaviors between the 
principal and teachers. Instructional leadership in schools within these two studies were 
gathered mostly through teachers (e.g., surveys, interviews, and questionnaires) and largely 
studied in conjunction with other attributes or behaviors. In addition, these studies failed to 
connect specific instructional leadership behaviors of the principals that were directly associated 
with student achievement. For example, Seashore-Louis et al. (2010) found that principals and 
teachers agreed on the importance of specific principal leadership practices that were identified 
as helpful in improving teacher instruction without identifying if these practices led to greater 
student achievement. The leadership practices were analyzed between high- and low-scoring 
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samples; however, the relatively small sample size of 12 schools (12 principals and 65 teachers) 
limited the findings. 
In reviewing all of these study findings, it is noted that principal behaviors, practices, 
and/or responsibilities can have a direct or indirect impact on student achievement (Cotton, 
2003; Leithwood et al., 2004; Marzano et al., 2005). As stated by Marzano, et al. (2005) and 
Leithwood et al. (2004), there are significant correlations between principal responsibilities, 
core practices (and associated behaviors), and student achievement. 
The Task of the Principal in the 21st Century 
Historically, effective principals only needed to possess sound managerial and political 
skills (e.g. community engagement). However, 21st century expectations of schools now require 
different types of leadership skills from principals. In addition to instructional and programming 
pressures, today’s principals also face challenges that include budgetary reductions, school 
safety, contract administration, supervision, data management, and marketing. Thus, in addition 
to effective instructional leadership skills, a principal’s effectiveness during this new 
educational era also requires complex knowledge and skills related to organizational culture and 
management. According to Lashway (2002), this necessitates not just innovative practices, but a 
different mindset. 
Principals serving schools in the 21st century are leading schools with higher academic 
standards and increased accountability measures. Based on the external pressures initially 
created by the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 and sustained through further legislation 
(Marzano, Waters, & McNulty, 2005), today’s principals require a different set of knowledge 
and skills. The fact that research reports principal leadership as one of the most significant 
factors affecting student achievement clearly indicates principals must have a thorough 
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understanding of their roles as leaders. In addition, principals must also have the ability to fulfill 
each of their roles as leaders by effectively utilizing researched-based practices that can have a 
positive impact on students. 
As societies become more diversified and complex, school leaders must develop a more 
sophisticated style of leadership and educational management that is better suited to meet the 
needs of life in a globalized world (Begley, 2002). Educational leaders will be required to 
demonstrate dimensions of global-mindedness within school communities, regardless of their 
location. This globally-minded view of education must be an inherent part of school leadership 
if the United States is to ensure the development of an education that is poised to develop the 
types of knowledge, skills, attitudes and behaviors necessary to address the complexities and 
inequalities which occur in an interconnected and interdependent world (Suarez-Orozco & 
Sattin, 2007; Tye & Tye, 1992; Walker, 2008). These leaders must recognize their primary role 
of reframing the vision and purpose of a school community by demonstrating the necessary 
characteristics and attributes for the development of a global perspective of education.  
In any instructional setting, the leader has myriad tasks and competencies. Effective 
educational leaders must be able to react to economic policies and keep abreast of educational 
issues from many different arenas (Bottery, 2006). Educational leaders are not only accountable 
to stakeholders at the local level; they must also be able to respond to stakeholders in the 
international marketplace. This interplay between stakeholders results in increasing anxiety for 
the educational leader (Bottery, 2006).  
Given the myriad of research and understandings related to school leadership, it is 
important to identify the overarching definition and attributes essential to the development of a 
global perspective of education. According to Haywood (2002), leadership is the single most 
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important factor in creating a school’s ethos and identity; therefore, there is a need to identify 
how successful leaders influence schools to develop a globally-minded ethos. An important 
aspect of schools that is at least partially successful in developing globally-minded curriculum 
within a variety of cultural contexts is an administrative style that supports and is consistent 
with the values of the school community (Thompson, 1998). This perspective suggests that 
school leaders must demonstrate the attributes and dimensions of global-mindedness (such as 
those identified by Hett, 1993) to foster a global perspective of education within their school. 
The identification of values provides a focus and serves to define the conscious expressions of 
what an organization cares about by providing a deeper sense of what is important (Begley, 
2002; Deal & Peterson, 1999). 
Additionally, the literature related to school improvement processes consistently points 
to the integral role of the principal and the need for high quality, effective school leadership to 
ensure organizational improvement and learning (Robinson, Lloyd, & Rowe, 2008; Tye & Tye, 
1992). Although the school leader is primarily responsible for the success of transplanting new 
pedagogy and curricula, one reason for a lack of meaningful, sustainable reform may be that 
school leaders in general lack the necessary skills and vision to move schools towards a new 
future. This challenge is further complicated by the finding that the implementation of 
programs, such as those developed outside of the local cultural context, are generally 
unsuccessful for reasons also related to the school’s leadership (Hallinger & Kantamara, 2000; 
Morris & Lo, 2000; Villa & Thousand, 2005). This apparent lack of success underscores the 
need for educational leaders to become more astutely aware of their ideas of global-mindedness 
that will enhance understandings across cultures and local cultural contexts. In addition, 
developments of the value-based dimensions of global-mindedness are essential attributes for 
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school leaders.	  
North Carolina Standards for School Executive and the Principal Evaluation 
Instrument. As society and schools have changed, so have the responsibilities and leadership 
expectations of educational leaders (Gordon & Patterson, 2006; Marshall, 1993; Marzano, et al., 
2005). An abundance of national and state initiatives that address effective leadership have 
attempted to create contemporary standards for school administrators (Gordon & Patterson, 
2006; Reeves, 2004). Recognizing that the success of schools is heavily influenced by the 
quality of the principal, North Carolina revised its standards for school leaders in order to 
increase academic achievement and prepare students for a prosperous life (North Carolina State 
Board of Education, 2008).  
In December 2006, the North Carolina State School Board adopted the “North Carolina 
Standards for School Executives.” These standards were used to create the “North Carolina 
Principal Evaluation Instrument,” which became effective in the 2008-2009 school year. The 
intended purpose of the revised document was to “serve as an important tool for principals and 
assistant principals as they consider growth and development as executives leading schools in 
the 21st century” (North Carolina Department of Instruction, December, 2006, p. 2). 
Currently, all North Carolina public school principals are evaluated using the “North 
Carolina Standards for School Executives” (North Carolina State Board of Education, 2008). 
This instrument examines the entire scope of executive leadership at the school level and is 
focused on 21st century content including global awareness, financial, economic, business and 
entrepreneurial literacy, civic literacy, and health awareness (North Carolina State Board of 
Education, 2008). The evaluation serves as a guide for principals as they reflect upon and strive 
to improve their effectiveness as 21st century educational leaders. This instrument is also 
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intended to inform higher education programs when developing degree programs for preparing 
future principals (North Carolina State Board of Education, 2008). 
The “North Carolina Principal Evaluation Instrument” is comprised of seven executive 
standard areas: strategic leadership, instructional leadership, cultural leadership, human resource 
development leadership, managerial leadership, external development leadership, and micro-
political leadership. These critical standards were adopted from a Wallace Foundation Study 
(2003), “Making Sense of Leading Schools: A Study of the School Principalship” (North 
Carolina Department of Instruction, 2006). The evaluation process involves seven steps: 
orientation, pre-evaluation planning (self-assessment), meeting between administrator and 
supervisor, data collection, mid-year evaluation, performance assessment, and final meeting 
between administrator and supervisor. As part of the data collection process, school leaders are 
expected to provide artifacts that demonstrate competency of each of the seven standards. As 
part of the suggested artifacts, North Carolina Department of Public Instruction recommends 
that principals provide student achievement data to support their work towards the North 
Carolina public schools’ guiding mission (North Carolina Department of Instruction, 2006). 
Therefore, as part of this study, the researcher has chosen to include ACT composite scores, 
EOC composite scores, and high school graduations rates as measures of student achievement.  
North Carolina policy leaders recognize the need for a different kind of knowledge and 
skills as part of the global shift in the 21st century. Partnership for 21st Century Skills  
framework (2011) provides direction and focus for creating new standards for administrators. 
These skills outline the need for students graduating from high school to be able to problem 
solve, critically think, collaborate, innovate, and be skilled in using technology (Partnership for 
21st Century Skills, 2011). In other words, the principals in North Carolina are held responsible 
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by the State for the preparation of all students for success in the 21st century.	  
The Development of Hett’s Global-Mindedness Scale 
In order to prepare students for life in the globalized world, concepts related to world-
mindedness and global-mindedness are increasingly important to examine as they relate to 
educational leaders. Two instruments in particular, the World-Mindedness Scale (Sampson & 
Smith, 1957) and the Global-Mindedness Scale (Hett, 1993), have attempted to measure this 
type of mindset. In 1993, Hett coined the term global-mindedness and designed a scale to 
measure it in order to overcome, in her opinion, the antiquated term world-mindedness (Hett, 
1993). Hett’s (1993) instrument was developed to measure, “a worldview in which one sees 
oneself as connected to the world community and feels a sense of responsibility for its 
members” which is “reflected in attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors” (p. 143). The sections below 
outline the progression that Hett followed in developing the GMS. 
Sampson and Smith’s model. Sampson and Smith (1957) argued that world-
mindedness is defined as a value orientation or frame of reference, aside from an interest in 
international affairs. A world-minded individual therefore expresses concern for the problems of 
humanity rather than problems of a specific nation or culture. World-minded individuals are 
said to consider humankind their principal reference group, rather than identifying with a 
specific nationality or ethnicity. Sampson and Smith (1957) suggested eight dimensions of 
world-mindedness: religion, immigration, government, economics, patriotism, race, education, 
and war.  
Several studies of world-mindedness have used this theoretical framework as the basis 
for research. Crawford and Lamb (1982) investigated the effect of world-mindedness among 
professional buyers and their willingness to buy foreign products. Participants included 376 
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professional purchasing agents in the United States who were asked to complete the World-
Mindedness Scale (as developed by Sampson and Smith, 1957) in addition to a Likert-type 
scale measuring willingness to procure foreign products. The participants were then divided into 
three classifications (high, medium, or low) based on their world-mindedness score. Crawford 
and Lamb (1982) found a significant effect of world-mindedness on willingness to buy foreign 
products. Post-hoc analyses showed that meaningful differences existed between all three levels 
of world-mindedness.  
Schell, Sherritt, Lewis, and Mansfield (1986) also applied Sampson and Smith’s (1957) 
World-Mindedness Scale to a business environment. The researchers hypothesized businesses 
that employed foreign exchange students would have significantly higher world-mindedness 
scores than their non-hiring business counterparts. Participants were primarily executives of 
Canadian companies. The results supported the authors’ hypothesis and indicated that the 
average world-mindedness scores for hirers of foreign students were significantly greater than 
the non-hirers.  
Douglas and Jones-Rikkers (2001) used the World-Mindedness scale to assess whether 
students who had just completed a study abroad program in Great Britain, Germany, China, or 
Costa Rica demonstrated a higher world-minded attitude than students who had no foreign 
travel experience. They found that students who participated in study abroad programs had a 
stronger sense of world-mindedness than students who had not participated.  
Barrows’ model. Barrows et al. (1981) conducted the Global Understanding Project, 
and referred to world-mindedness as global understanding in their study. Two overarching 
structures, affective and cognitive components, were examined. The affective component 
comprised five attitudinal dimensions: (1) chauvinism, (2) world government, (3) war, (4) 
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international cooperation, and (5) human rights. The researchers also investigated student 
interests, feelings of worldwide kinship, and concern with regard to global understanding. The 
cognitive component measured knowledge regarding world affairs, including history, 
geography, and current events. Barrows et al. (1981) found a positive correlation between the 
cognitive and affective components; however, there was no significant relationship between 
global knowledge and foreign language proficiency or extent of formal/informal language 
study.  
Sampson and Smith (1957) and Barrows et al. (1981) suggested that attitudes 
concerning war, government, and some form of national pride are important elements of a 
world-minded perspective. Both models focused on attitudes and opinions regarding relevant 
issues of international concern. Furthermore, both studies shared a common human rights 
component. Sampson and Smith (1957) divided the human rights component to include distinct 
subcategories, including religion, immigration, race, and education. Though these models 
capture an individual’s attitude on world-minded events, they fall short by not accounting for 
personality traits or natural dispositions that some people seem to possess. Both of these studies 
influenced Hett’s (1993) work in the development of global-mindedness. 
Hett’s model. According to Hett (1993), the dominant ideologies of ethnocentrism and 
self-interest guided many political decisions during the latter half of the 20th century and seemed 
to lead humanity closer to destroying or irreparably damaging the planet. Ironically, these 
themes continue to prevail in the world today and appear to be compounded by the forces of 
globalization. Through Hett’s research, which included a review of a variety of related empirical 
measures, such as Sampson and Smith’s (1957) World-Mindedness Scale, and the Global 
Understanding Standing Project as developed by Barrows et al. (1981), she proposed a 
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definition of global-mindedness as “a worldview in which one sees oneself as connected to the 
world community and feels a sense of responsibility for its members and reflects this 
commitment through demonstrated attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors” (p.143).  
This definition, identified through Hett’s research and development of a survey 
instrument to measure the effective components of a global perspective, proposes a multi-
dimensional framework that reflects a shared humanity and views the world as an interrelated 
and inter-reliant community. The definition also advocates for responsible citizenship that 
considers both local and global perspectives and reflects a commitment to service. According to 
Hett (1993), the five dimensions of global-mindedness are responsibility, cultural pluralism, 
efficacy, globalcentrism, and interconnectedness. All five dimensions emphasize the 
development of responsibility, awareness, and appreciation based on global, rather than 
ethnocentric or national standards.  
Through her study to develop an instrument to measure global-mindedness, Hett’s 
(1993) review of the literature revealed several predictors of students who were more likely to 
score higher on the Global-Mindedness Scale (GMS): (1) were female, (2) attained junior or 
senior class standing in college, (3) completed several internationally-orientated courses, (4) 
regularly read international news, (5) expressed high political interest and liberal political 
attitudes, (6) activism, (7) interacted with persons from countries and cultures other than their 
own, (8) showed proficiency in a second language, and (9) spent significant time outside of 
their own country (p. 148). 
After administering the GMS, Hett (1993) found that the results confirmed many of the 
hypotheses gathered from the literature. Significantly higher scores were found among female 
students and students enrolled in colleges with a broad internationalized curriculum. Higher 
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scores were also reported for students who participated in five or more courses with an 
international focus, who participated in internationally oriented activities, and who possessed 
liberal attitudes. Students who had friends from other countries and cultures, and those who 
studied or lived outside the United States for nine weeks or more also scored higher on the 
GMS. Additionally, Hett (1993) noted that participants scoring higher on the GMS exhibited 
characteristics also cited in the literature regarding effective educational leaders. 
This study’s investigation of the global-mindedness of school leaders is predicated upon 
Hett’s (1993) research, which was initiated through the educational imperative of fostering the 
development of a global perspective in university students. Hett’s (1993) GMS is an important 
indicator of whether school leaders possess the crucial characteristics or dimensions 
(responsibility, cultural pluralism, efficacy, globalcentrism, interconnectedness) contained in the 
educational mandates for today’s principals. The relationship of these dimensions with student 
achievement will be explored in this research study.	  
Findings from Subsequent Research Using Hett’s Global-Mindedness Scale 
Although very limited evidence exists of the GMS being used within the field of public 
K-12 educational leadership or outside of the context of the United States, the GMS has been 
employed through at least eleven studies of global-mindedness across various populations.  
Following Hett (1993), Gillian (1995) used the GMS at the University of Northern 
Colorado to investigate global-mindedness levels of study abroad students, non-study abroad 
students, faculty, and administrators. Students who studied abroad were found to have higher 
global-mindedness scores than those who did not. Other significant predictors of global-
mindedness were gender, age, and duration of study or travel abroad. Females were on average 
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more global- minded, and the age range group of 45-54 had the highest mean score for global-
mindedness (Gillian, 1995).  
Zong and Farouk (1999) conducted a study examining the effects of participation in an 
internet-based project, the International Communication and Negotiation Simulation (ICONS), 
on the development of pre-service social studies teachers’ global knowledge and global- 
mindedness using the GMS. ICONS is a world-wide, multi-institution, computer-assisted, 
simulation network that uses a interdisciplinary approach to teach international negotiation and 
intercultural communication skills at both the university and secondary school level. 
Participants consisted of pre-service teachers registered for a course titled “Developing a Global 
Perspective in Education: Contents and Methods.” The control group took the course a semester 
earlier. Pre-service teachers in the experimental group communicated with participating 
country-teams around the world through regular email messages to each other for five weeks. 
Participants were given a scenario laying out the differing perspectives of countries on seven 
global issues and were asked to create negotiation strategies, understand the interdependence of 
international issues, and appreciate cultural differences and approaches to world problems. 
Zong and Farouk (1999) found that there was no significant difference in the levels of global-
mindedness between the experimental group and the control group after participation in ICONS. 
Hett’s (1993) and Gillian’s (1995) findings related to female gender were also supported 
by Zhai and Scheer (2004) when using the GMS to study the perspectives of undergraduate 
agriculture students at Ohio State University. Zhai and Scheer’s (2004) overall results indicated 
a moderate global perspective and a positive attitude toward cultural diversity. When tests for 
differences between males and females and those with overseas experiences and without were 
conducted, results showed females had a higher level of global-mindedness than males and a 
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more positive attitude toward cultural diversity. No significant difference was found between 
students with prior overseas experiences and those without overseas experience (Zhai & Scheer, 
2004). 
Walton (2002) examined teachers’ global-mindedness, demographic characteristics and 
instructional classroom communication using the GMS and the Communication Satisfaction 
Scale designed by Hecht and Ribeau (1984). The research was conducted in D.C. Public 
Schools, using twelve elementary schools and total of 219 teachers. Walton (2002) found that 
international travel and global-mindedness were significantly related in the dimensions of 
responsibility, cultural pluralism, global-centrism, and interconnectedness. The study also found 
that there was a positive correlation coefficient relationship (r=0.303, p<.05) between global-
mindedness and classroom communication competence, implying that as teachers increased 
their global-mindedness, their classroom communication competence also increased.  
Duckworth, Walker-Levy, and Levy (2005) studied the international-mindedness of 
ninety pre- and in-service teachers, which included an analysis of beliefs about teaching and 
learning in international settings. During their study, Duckworth et al. (2005) identified 
international-mindedness and global-mindedness as synonymous in nature and purpose. 
Employing Hett’s (1993) GMS, the study did not find significant relationships between scores 
on the GMS and the following factors: gender; age; ethnicity; experience outside the USA; 
number of countries a teacher had lived in; country of birth; length of time abroad; type of 
language or number of languages spoken; and length of teaching experience in country of birth 
(Duckworth et al., 2005).  
Kehl and Morris (2008) also employed the GMS to compare the differences in personal 
characteristics, self-efficacy, and social attitudes between students who participated in short-
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term (n=144) and semester long study abroad programs (n=193). This research found that 
students who had completed a semester in a study abroad program scored significantly higher 
on levels of global-mindedness than those who only intended to participate in the future.  
When investigating the extent of international experience and its effects on global-
mindedness among North Carolina extension agents (n=312), Smith (2008) found that females 
and those with international experience scored higher on the GMS, thereby supporting findings 
from Hett (1993), Gillian (1995), and Walton (2002). The study also found that participation in 
international programs increased global-mindedness and that extension agents believed they 
gained both personally and professionally from these programs and were able to use the 
international experience in their work at home (Smith, 2008). 
Cogan and Grossman (2009) reviewed the literature focused on globally-minded 
teachers and proposed eight key practices employed by effective teachers. The eight key 
practices (listed in no specific order) are: (1) supporting the curriculum and developing 
students’ creative thinking; (2) inspiring students to obtain useful information through a variety 
of media; (3) infusing global perspective in all areas of curriculum; (4) using outside resources 
and designing cooperative activities with other schools; (5) incorporating community service 
into the curriculum; (6) upholding the school as a center and integral part of the community; (7) 
promoting cooperative and experiential learning; and (8) respecting student’s thoughts and 
actions. The researchers summarized that it is critical for higher education institutions to take 
the responsibility for adding global education to mission and vision statements, to globalize 
curriculum, and to prepare future globally-minded educators (Cogan & Grossman, 2009). 
Using the GMS and the Teacher Multicultural Attitude Survey (TMAS) as data 
collection instruments, Acolatse (2010) investigated global-mindedness and multicultural 
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attitudes of 102 teacher candidates in a Mid-Atlantic university. Half of the participants were 
post-bachelor teacher candidates, and the other half were 5-year teacher candidates. This study 
indicated that teachers who possessed a bachelor’s degree prior to starting their teacher 
education program scored higher than those without a bachelor’s degree in the dimensions of 
responsibility, cultural pluralism, efficacy, and interconnectedness. Acolatse (2010) further 
reported that teacher candidates with a bachelor’s degree had a more positive orientation 
regarding diversity issues in the classroom. The research also showed a positive relationship 
between GMS and TMAS scores. Contrary to Hett’s (1993) findings, Acolatse (2010) found 
that neither gender nor the ability to speak a second or foreign language had an effect on the 
GMS or TMAS scores. However, age, global courses taken, teaching experience, travelling 
abroad, and exposure to diversity displayed positive associations with both the GMS and TMAS 
scores. 
Adopting a mixed methods research design, Carano (2010) conducted two separate 
investigations. The first surveyed 13 participants using a background questionnaire and the 
GMS. The participants were high school social studies teachers from Hillsborough and Pasco 
counties in Florida. The researcher then interviewed three participants who scored highest on 
the GMS and three participants who scored the lowest. Carano (2010) found that family, 
exposure to diversity, minority status, curious disposition, and global education courses were 
themes that emerged from initial development of global perspectives. Additionally, the 
researcher found that international travel, global education courses, mentoring, and professional 
services were themes that emerged from intensification of global perspectives. The participants 
stated that every theme other than curious disposition provided resources in curricular decision 
making, and that all but exposure to diversity and international travel provided strategies in 
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curricular decision making.  
The most recent replication of Hett’s (1993) GMS, and perhaps the most relevant to this 
study, was conducted by Kirkwood-Tucker, Morris, and Lieberman (2011) who examined 
degrees of global-mindedness of 644 undergraduate elementary and high school social studies 
teacher candidates at five of Florida’s largest public universities. Findings demonstrated 
significant correlation between higher scores and the following variables: the ability to speak 
two or more languages; taking courses with a global orientation; high grade point average; 
progressive political orientation; country of birth outside of the United States; and – similar to 
previous findings – female gender. 
Hett’s (1993) research and findings, as well as the findings of subsequent studies 
employing the GMS, have significant implications for school leaders in terms of identifying the 
attributes and dimensions necessary for shaping school communities better equipped to respond 
to the challenges and complexities of globalization. If principals are expected to develop a 
global awareness, they must be able to demonstrate the values and understandings necessary to 
manage the forces of continuity, change and inequality that are being exacerbated by 
globalizing forces. This study’s investigation of the global-mindedness of school leaders is 
predicated upon Hett’s (1993) research. Although Hett’s (1993) GMS was not conceptualized to 
measure the criticality of leadership perspectives, it is an important indicator of whether school 
leaders possess the crucial characteristics (responsibility, cultural pluralism, efficacy, 
globalcentrism, interconnectedness) to lead schools to success in the 21st century.	  
Selected Demographic Factors as Potential Confounders or Effect Modifiers for this Study 
As discussed previously in the section on “Findings from Subsequent Research Using 
Hett’s Global-Mindedness Scale,” researchers considered a variety of demographic 
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characteristics. These included: gender; ethnicity; country of birth; teaching experience in 
country of birth; international experience and the corresponding length of time abroad; the 
ability to speak two or more languages; taking courses with a global focus; high grade point 
average; and progressive political orientation. The researcher has chosen to include many of 
these factors as potential confounders or effect modifiers for this research. Additionally, the 
researcher has chosen to include a principal’s years of experience as a demographic factor based 
on the following supportive research.  
Research suggests it takes at least five years to put a teaching force in place and fully 
execute policies and practices that in turn will positively impact a school’s performance 
(Seashore-Louis, Wahlstrom, Leithwood, & Anderson, 2010). However, the same researchers 
noted that effective principals still make significant improvements in their first years (Seashore-
Louis, et al. 2010).  
In a 2005 study focusing on the relationship between principals’ prior teaching 
experience and their years of experience in their current position to school performance, 
Jackson surveyed 501 public school principals in the state of North Carolina to obtain selected 
demographic information. Of the 501 principals, approximately half (254) had served in their 
current position for three or more years. Since Jackson (2005) used school performance data 
provided by the North Carolina Department of Public Instruction for the previous three years, it 
was necessary to restrict the analyses to principals who had been in their current positions for at 
least the three preceding years. 
Jackson (2005) ran a series of ANOVAs to determine if any statistically significant 
relationship(s) existed between the three main effect variables (principals’ years of teaching 
experience; principals’ years of teaching in a subject(s) included in the state’s accountability 
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model; and principals’ tenure in current position) and school performance. Results coupled with 
data provided by the North Carolina Department of Public Instruction showed no statistically 
significant relationships. Most notably, no statistically significant relationship existed between 
principals’ tenure in their current position and school performance (Jackson, 2005). 
In a second study of selected North Carolina principals, similar to Jackson (2005), 
Miller (2009) used a regression model on annual state-wide exams while controlling for fixed 
effects of school and year. The results showed that average student achievement in North 
Carolina public schools was lower in the first two years of a principal’s tenure at a given school 
relative to prior student achievement at the school when led by the previous principal. 
Earlier research concerning principal tenure and student achievement is mixed. For 
example, Rowan and Denk (1984), Phelps (2000), and Bruggink (2001) found an inverse 
relationship between principal tenure and student achievement. In contrast to the Rowan and 
Denk (1984) study, Miskel and Cosgrove (1984) found no significant relationship between 
principal tenure and student achievement.  
In later studies, Balfanz and Maclver (2000) and Fogo (2002) asserted that, regardless of 
what school reforms are implemented, student achievement is difficult to improve without a 
stable principal. Research has shown that low-performing schools are correlated with low-
performing principals (Papa, Lankford, & Wyckoff, 2002). Fogo (2002) argued that struggling 
schools that made an effort to improve experienced higher levels of principal turnover than high 
performing schools. Fogo (2002) also asserted that those schools with higher rates of principal 
turnover were more likely to remain a failing school.  
Macmillan and Meyer (2003) suggested that the principal’s comprehensive view of the 
school is crucial to student achievement; however, Copeland (2001) states that it is rare a novice 
	   62 
principal is able to enter the role of principal and meet all of the expectations associated with 
effective principalship (Copeland, 2001). Similarly, Deal and Peterson (1994) found that 
assuming the role of a school principal was filled with unexpected problems and conundrums.  
Macmillan and Meyer (2003) also asserted that there was a relationship between 
principal tenure and teachers’ work. Schools with lower rates of principal turnover had higher 
levels of teacher buy-in and commitment to reform efforts at the school. DuVall (2001) studied 
school systems that showed above average achievement gains and found that student 
achievement was linked to leadership tenure. In other words, schools with lower rates of 
principal turnover showed greater student achievement than those schools with higher rates of 
principal turnover.  
Research has shown that principal involvement in curriculum and instructional matters 
influences student achievement (Newmann, King, & Youngs, 2000). Researchers have linked 
principal tenure to their involvement in matters pertaining to curriculum and instruction at the 
school (Gieselmann, 2004). Agunloye and Sielke (2007) found a relationship between principal 
tenure at the school and student achievement. They hypothesized the longer the principal’s 
tenure at the school, the more time and opportunity was afforded for the principal to implement 
his or her vision and expectations at the school.  
Principal tenure is a key element considered by school districts when looking to turn 
around low performing schools (Ylimaki, 2007). Ylimaki studied inexperienced and 
experienced elementary school principals in four high poverty, high minority elementary 
schools and asserted that even though all principals in the study experienced improved student 
achievement, experienced principals employed substantive curriculum and instruction 
improvement strategies. The experienced principals were more confident than the less 
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experienced principals were; this difference in confidence was positively correlated with the 
level of confidence felt by the teachers at the schools in the study (Ylimaki, 2007). 	  
Selected School Characteristics as Potential Confounders of Effect Modifiers for this 
Study 
Just as effective school leadership is critical for student achievement (Kearney, 2005), 
researchers have found that various school characteristics may have an effect on student 
achievement. The following section focuses on the school characteristics of locale, 
socioeconomic status, student race/ethnicity, and school size. 
School locale. Poor and minority students tend to be located in rural and urban 
communities that have lower income residents and fewer economic opportunities than their 
suburban counterparts. For instance, suburban neighborhoods have a propensity for consisting 
of more affluent and educated families than urban and rural areas. If children attend their local 
schools, suburban schools serve children with more resources than urban and rural schools 
(Roscigno, Tomaskovic-Devey, & Crowley, 2006).  
Condron and Roscigno (2003) studied district level spending, the effects of spending, 
and the functions of spending. They maintained that the most important function of spending 
was for instruction, which included teacher salaries, books, and classroom instructional 
materials. In the Columbus, Ohio district they studied, nearly 60% of a wealthy school district’s 
overall budget was appropriated for these expenditures. Condron and Roscigno stated that 
instructional spending matters because it attracts and retains qualified staff. The researchers also 
concluded that the maintenance of school buildings had an impact on student achievement. 
Unhealthy and unsanitary conditions such as cracked walls, leaky roofs, and run-down restroom 
facilities distract students from learning (Kozol, 1991). These physically uncomfortable 
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environments hinder student achievement. In summary, Condron and Roscigno (2003) 
concluded higher spending promoted student achievement.  
Rebell (2007) and Rumberger (2007) both reported on the strong relationship between 
residential location and class stratification that resulted in the vast majority of poor students 
attending public schools in which inordinately high percentages of the students lived in low-
income households. Rebell (2007) observed that many African American and Hispanic public 
school students attended schools in which their classmates were predominantly members of 
established minority groups. Rebell (2007) stated, “Latino and Black students comprise 80% of 
the student population in extreme-poverty schools (90% to 100% poor), and more than 60% of 
Black and Latino students attend high-poverty schools, compared with 18% of White students.” 
(p. 1474) 
According to Rumberger and Palardy (2005), numerous studies have documented how 
the demographic composition of the student body within a school influences student 
achievement that was independent of, but nevertheless affected by, individual students’ 
background factors. In a study of 14,217 U.S. students who completed both the eighth- and 
twelfth-grade NAEP examinations in mathematics, science, reading, and history, Rumberger 
and Palardy (2005) found that the average socioeconomic level of the students’ schools had as 
much of an impact on the student learning gains in high school as the students’ own 
socioeconomic status. Social class and race showed associations, but the socioeconomic status 
of the school was a more powerful predictor of learning in high school than school racial 
composition.  
From a meta-analysis of 74 empirical investigations conducted between 1990 and 2000, 
Sirin (2005) affirmed that the socioeconomic status of students had a profound influence on 
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their achievement. The socioeconomic status of the school and neighborhood exerted an 
influence on student achievement that was equal to that of individual background 
characteristics. For instance, the link between an individual students’ socioeconomic status and 
their academic achievement is weakest in urban schools because of the dearth of educational 
and human resources available in those schools. Among African American students, Sirin 
(2005) found that the compositional socioeconomic status of their school or neighborhood was a 
stronger determinant of student achievement than individual household socioeconomic status.  
According to Rebell (2007), in the year 2000, educational per-pupil spending in high-
poverty districts in the United States was $907 less per student than spending on students in 
low-poverty districts. Cary (2004) also cited examples in which spending per pupil in low-
socioeconomic-status districts was substantially lower than spending per pupil in neighboring or 
geographically-proximate high-income districts. Both Cary (2004) and Rebell (2007) stated that 
the accountability measures of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 sought to equalize 
opportunity and achievement, but the imbalance in spending per pupil across the country 
hampered the ability of districts to meet these achievement goals for all students. 
According to Planty et al. (2008) school finance equalization efforts in various states led 
to high-poverty districts in some areas spending more per student ($9,892) than low-poverty 
districts ($9,263). Additionally, Loeb, Bryk, and Hanushek (2007) found that spending per pupil 
in California was higher in districts with high percentages of students in poverty, English 
language learners, or special education students. Despite efforts to add resources to high-
poverty districts, there was almost no change in the reported student achievement (Loeb et al., 
2007). 
Verstegen, Venegas, and Knoeppel (2006) observe that, in terms of school resources, as 
	   66 
opposed to spending per pupil, inequalities between rich and poor school districts continued to 
be evident throughout the United States. According to Darling-Hammond (2007), low-property-
wealth districts report larger class sizes, fewer teachers and counselors, and offer fewer college 
preparatory courses, extracurricular activities, materials, technology, libraries, and special 
education services. Rebell (2007) observed this same phenomenon in California, where many 
low-socioeconomic-status high schools offer less than the curriculum required for students to 
apply for admission to state universities. Due to the small size of most rural schools, they are 
less likely to offer Advanced Placement (AP) courses than schools in other locations, which 
leads to a disadvantage for rural students who have less exposure to the more rigorous 
curriculum associated with upper level courses (Roscigno et al., 2006). 
While most of the research on public school finance focuses on operating budget income 
and expenditure, high-poverty districts also suffer from inadequate capital for school 
construction and repair (Rueben and Murray, 2008). When compared to their low-poverty 
counterparts, schools in high-poverty districts are much more likely to be overcrowded in aging 
facilities in need of major repairs. As Rueben and Murray (2008) state, “The schools in the 
highest poverty settings tend to have the worst physical capital” (p. 9). 
One of the primary reasons that it is more expensive to educate student from a low-
socioeconomic-status household versus one from a high-socioeconomic-status household is 
what Roscigno et al. (2006) refer to as the disadvantage of place. Urban school districts suffer a 
major cost disadvantage of place due to the additional spending required to attract and retain 
qualified teachers. Likewise, Greene, Huerta, and Richards (2007) note this same disadvantage 
of place when they observe, “Salaries and benefit costs for similarly experienced teachers can 
vary greatly from district to district even within a single state” (p. 51). 
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Flanagan and Grissmer (2006) note, “Teachers may be willing to accept lower wages in 
districts with better working conditions or higher student quality, both of which are likely to be 
correlated with higher student outcomes” (p. 3). They state these attractive school 
characteristics are absent in most low-socioeconomic-status school districts. In particular, urban 
schools that serve low-socioeconomic-status students provide a salary premium.  
According to a national survey by Lankford, Loeb, and Wyckoff (2002), teachers with 
20 years of experience earn approximately $5,000 more in urban schools than their counterparts 
in suburban schools. Their survey research also suggests that the premiums built into urban 
teacher salaries are not sufficient to retain qualified teachers. Lankford et al. (2002) also report 
that New York City teachers have the highest resign rate within the state, and the data show that 
teachers who leave the district generally possess higher academic credentials than those who 
remain. The resulting situation is that New York City, and similar urban districts that serve low-
performing, low-socioeconomic-status students, have higher labor costs per student and employ 
a greater proportion of inexperienced teachers. 
Low-income rural school districts also face a distinctive cost structure problem. As 
Imazeki and Reschovsky (2005) note, students who attend rural public schools consistently 
underperform on fourth-, eighth-, and twelfth-grade NAEP tests compared to students in 
suburban schools. They suggest that many rural districts enroll high concentrations of low-
socioeconomic-status students, have limited assessed valuation of property per student, and 
spend less per pupil than suburban or urban schools. 	  
Socioeconomic status. The most significant factors contributing to an achievement gap 
among students all over the world are poverty and the inequalities in school resources, 
particularly schools and districts with large numbers of low-socioeconomic groups (Rotberg, 
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2008). Students from low-income homes often perform lower academically (Books, 2009). 
Almost 50 years ago, the Coleman report (1966) highlighted the significant relationship 
between family socioeconomic status and student achievement. The report claimed that parents’ 
socioeconomic status was one of the strongest predictors of a child’s academic achievement and 
educational attainment. In the 1970s income inequality in the United States began to grow 
sharply, a trend that continues today (United State Department of Labor, 2013). The gap 
between the rich and poor has continued to widen especially among families with children 
(Reardon & Bischoff, 2011). As a result of Reagan-era social policy changes, lack of housing, 
income-support, and social safety nets for low-income families have contributed to the 
difficulty of impoverished families. “Not only do the poor have less money than they did 
before, they may have fewer social support systems as well” (Reardon, 2011, p. 26). 
The effects of poverty are widespread and impact all of society. Compared with other 
industrialized countries, the United States has one of the greatest socioeconomic gaps (Burney 
& Beilke, 2008). Statistics reveal childhood poverty rates in the United States exceed those of 
any other industrialized country (Parrett & Budge, 2012), and North Carolina is no exception. 
In the 2012-13 school year, 56.14% of the students attending public school in North 
Carolina received free and reduced price lunch (North Carolina Department of Public 
Instruction, 2013). According to the U.S. Census Bureau, nearly 9% of White North Carolinians 
are poor. Blacks and Hispanics make up approximately 26% of the North Carolina population, 
yet each group comprises approximately 25% of the poor population (U.S. Census Bureau, 
2012). Studies show poverty has the most long-term impact on Blacks (Parrett & Budge, 2012).  
Low-income, single parents, and poorly educated mothers are factors that place students 
at great risk for academic challenges and potential failure (Neuman & Celano, 2001). Students 
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from low-income homes may have fewer opportunities for authentic educational experiences 
before entering school in kindergarten and beyond. Further, parental support with homework 
may not be as easily accessible due to the amount of time spent at work by adults living in 
poverty. Adults with low paying jobs work the equivalent of nearly two jobs and thus spend 
more time at work than their wealthier counterparts (Gorski, 2008).  
Lareau (2003) completed a study of parental involvement, finding a correlation between 
social capital and social class. Even when the educational goals for their children is similar, 
parents with higher incomes have social networks and assets that enable them to provide more 
resources and opportunities for their children than parents with low or no income. Furthermore, 
values and beliefs that direct educational paths are formed from the social and physical culture 
and environment to which parents and children belong (Neuman & Celano, 2001). 
Seventy-five percent of the academic achievement gap is found in students from low 
socioeconomic backgrounds (Rotberg, 2008). In 2010, 64% of fourth graders performed at or 
above the basic level, 34% at or above the proficiency level, and 8% at the advanced level. Yet, 
while 74% of the students who scored below the 25th percentile were those eligible for free and 
reduced price lunch, only 23% of students who scored above the 75th percentile qualified for 
free and reduced price lunch (Institute of Educational Sciences, 2014). 
Drukker, Feron, Mengelers, and Van Os (2009) report that school achievement is lower 
in males living in poverty-stricken neighborhoods. Children who grow up in impoverished 
conditions are more likely to experience delays in school readiness. Rigorous and engaging 
academic opportunities necessary for academic success as well as background preparation are 
often lacking in low-income homes (Burney & Beilke, 2008). Entwisle, Alexander, and Olson 
(2007) propose the faucet theory, which suggests there is a vast difference in the flow of 
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resources available to children living in poverty, especially during the summer months. That is 
to say, when the school year is in progress, the faucet is turned on for all students and therefore 
everyone has access to learning materials and educational resources. In the summer months and 
vacation seasons, the faucet turns off for low-income children, meaning those children do not 
have the continual access that their wealthier counterparts do. 
Neuman and Celano (2001) conducted a 3-year study in a large metropolitan city 
whereby they compared access to printed material (i.e. literature) in four neighborhoods 
representing a diversity of culture and economic status. They found a marked difference in the 
quantity and quality of resources available to children living in poverty. There were three times 
the number of stores that sold reading material for children in the middle-class neighborhoods 
as compared to lower-class neighborhoods where there were no places to purchase reading 
material for children. When Neuman and Celano (2001) counted the number of reading 
resources available to all four neighborhoods, there was a vast difference. In the two middle 
class neighborhoods, there were 18,610 titles for young adults to purchase as compared to none 
(as deemed appropriate for young adults) in the lower class neighborhoods. A limited amount of 
access to print and minimized opportunities for language arts or deep thinking experiences 
narrow literacy development and may increase the achievement gap (Newman & Celano, 2001).  
Children raised in poverty hear approximately 30% of the vocabulary of children 
compared to those being raised by professional-class parents. Coupled with biological 
differences, lower verbal stimulation places impoverished children at a disadvantage (Gurian & 
Stevens, 2005). Duke (2004) found that schools with a high population of students from 
poverty-stricken homes spent less time reading informational text than those from higher socio-
economic status homes. Reading informational texts and hands-on investigations provide a deep 
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knowledge base often lacking in students from low-income homes (Duke, 2004). When teachers 
include more access to informational text, students demonstrate growth on standardized tests as 
related to decoding and word identification. Additionally, students who are delayed in sound-
letter knowledge show significant growth with increased exposure to informational text (Duke, 
2004). 
Children gain knowledge and understanding through exposure to print (i.e. literature), 
creating a shared and increasingly positive relationship regarding initial and developing reading 
skills. When children have fewer experience with print, they become less likely to develop 
proficient reading skills alongside their same-aged peers, thus “beginning the spiraling effect of 
the rich-get-richer, poor-get-poorer phenomenon.” (Neuman & Celano, 2001, p. 2) Once 
children become part of the public school system, the problem often becomes intensified by 
remedial instruction that tends to include fewer interactions with printed material than their 
more skilled peers. In turn, these children typically receive the poorest language and literacy 
instruction (Neuman & Celano, 2001). 
Rebell (2007) notes that the lack of family resources in low-socioeconomic-status 
households results in an immediate and ongoing impact on the success of children from these 
homes. Students from low-socioeconomic-status homes are prone to vision impairments, 
hearing problems, exposure to toxic substances, and asthma, all of which affect the capacity to 
learn. Thomas and Bainbridge (2001) similarly note that household poverty is related to 
inadequate child nutrition and health care. These poverty-related conditions carry over from 
home to the learning environment. 
According to Armor (2003), the home environment of both preschool and school-aged 
children from low-income families provides less cognitive stimulation than the families of 
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children from higher-income households. Welsh, Parke, Widaman, and O’Neil (2001) report 
poor children also experienced below-mean exposure to verbal stimulation and access to 
reading materials. Poorer children are less likely to develop social skills and habits associated 
with academic engagement and achievement in school. 
As Bouffard and Stephen (2007) observed, parental expectations and beliefs are strong 
predictors of student achievement from kindergarten through high school. Financially 
challenged parents tend to hold relatively low expectations for student achievement and general 
life prospects (Rumberger, 2007). According to Brown-Cecora (2008) many poor children 
internalize these low expectations, becoming convinced that education does not make a 
difference in their lives, and therefore either reduce their school efforts or withdraw altogether. 
Parental and family engagement in the schools that their children attend is another 
strong determinant of student achievement according to Houtenville and Conway (2008). Low-
income parents are much less likely to become involved in school activities than their middle-
class peers according to Loeb et al. (2007). 
Additionally, Pribesh (2005) reports that poor households are more mobile, which leads 
to a corresponding detrimental effect on student achievement. Thirty percent of third-graders 
whose families report annual incomes below $10,000 change schools frequently, compared to 
only 10% of children from families reporting incomes of $25,000 to $49,000 (Pribesh, 2005). 
Brown-Cecora (2008) reports that demographic factors such as household income, eligibility for 
free and reduced price lunches, and prior education level of parents demonstrate a negative 
impact upon the student achievement of children from low-socioeconomic-status households. 
Furthermore, Brown-Cecora notes this impact tends to increase across time and grade levels. 
Similarly, Rumberger (2007), in a study of 9,726 elementary school children attending schools 
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with high proportions of students from low-income households, found that 25% of the variance 
in sixth-grade mathematics achievement was attributable to student characteristics, while 75% 
was attributable to school characteristics. Machtinger (2007) postulates that this could be 
because high poverty schools are often staffed with inexperienced and ineffective teachers.	  
Student ethnicity. The 1966 Coleman Report was the first major study to use student 
characteristics, including ethnicity, as an index to measure student achievement (Coleman, 
1990). The authors concluded that more than 70% of the variation in student achievement lied 
within the same student body rather than between schools. These results are noteworthy, in that 
Coleman (1990) argued student characteristics play a bigger role in influencing student 
achievement than teachers’ characteristics, school facilities, and students’ attitudes. The impact 
of student characteristics does not diminish over the years (Coleman, 1990).  
Since the Coleman Report, scholars have continued to study plausible influences on the 
achievement gap (Coleman, 1990). In a later study, Jencks and Phillips (1998) reviewed every 
national survey of high school students, including the Coleman Report of 1966, and found that 
the ethnic achievement gap decreases over time, but Whites were still overrepresented in the 
upper percentile on all assessments including scientific, technical, vocational, and military tests. 
Escamilla, Mahon, Riley-Bernal, and Rutledge (2003) reported a large gap in Hispanic 
achievement scores after analyzing third and fourth grade Colorado state assessment scores in 
1999, 2000, and 2001. The English-speaking and Spanish-speaking Hispanic students lagged 
behind Whites even when Spanish-speaking Hispanic students participating in a bilingual 
program took the exam in Spanish. The gap was larger for students in fourth grade, indicating 
that English proficiency does not necessarily increase students’ content knowledge or close the 
achievement gap.  
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Sanchez, Bledsoe, Sumabat, and Ye (2004) found a similar racial achievement gap when 
they reviewed the state reading assessment scores of students in grades 3 through 8 and grade 
10 in a large city school in Texas. Hispanic students scored significantly lower than White, 
Asian, and African American students in all subject areas. There was a decrease in the test score 
gap as students progressed from elementary to middle to high school, but the gap was still 
considerable. The results are comparable to those of Haile and Nguyen (2008), which 
investigated eighth-grade students’ academic achievement in mathematics, reading, and science 
using data from the year 2000 of the National Education Longitudinal Study (NELS). Although 
the gaps varied by content area, there was a significant achievement gap between the different 
racial groups: Asians and Whites scored significantly higher than Hispanics and Blacks. The 
gap between Hispanics and Blacks was the smallest (Haile & Nguyen, 2008). Stiefel, Schwartz, 
and Ellen (2006) also showed significant disparities in standardized test scores between White 
and Black students and between White and Hispanic students in New York City elementary and 
middle schools.  
Whereas most of the achievement gap research exists at the elementary level, Borg, 
Plumlee, and Stranahan (2007) studied achievement at the high school level. Borg et al. (2007) 
analyzed over 5,000 tenth-grade students’ Florida state assessment scores in mathematics and 
reading in a public school district after the assessment became a requirement for high school 
graduation (Borg et al., 2007). They concluded that race is an important factor regarding 
proficiency on the assessment, and stated, “An average Hispanic student has a 54% probability 
of passing on the first try— 11 percentage points lower than an identical White student” (p. 
712).  
The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) is the largest nationally 
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representative and continuing assessment of what American students know and can do in 
various subject areas (National Assessment of Educational Progress, 2013). NAEP assessment 
results are recorded for three racial-ethnic subgroups: White, Black, and Hispanic. Reading 
results for Hispanic students were first recorded in 1975; however, there is not enough recorded 
data for other minority students to be included in long-term trend studies. Fourth graders who 
scored below the 25th percentile were more likely to be Hispanic (35%) or White (33%), 
followed by Black (25%) and Asian (3%).  
Fourth graders who scored above the 75th percentile were White (71%), Black (7%), 
Hispanic (11%), and Asian (8%) (Institute of Educational Sciences, 2014). Since 1992, fourth 
grade Black students have made larger gains contributing to a smaller gap of 25 points in 2011 
than in 1992, when the achievement gap was 32 points. The gap of 24 points between fourth 
grade White and Hispanic students has significantly differed since 1992. The percentage of 
Hispanic students who took the NAEP in 2011 exceeded that of all other ethnic groups (Institute 
of Educational Sciences, 2014). 
Results from the most recent NAEP (2013) indicate that Whites, Blacks, and Hispanics 
are all making small to insignificant gains in reading and math; however, large gaps still persist. 
In fourth grade, White students who took the reading assessment outperformed Blacks and 
Hispanics by 22 points. In eighth grade, White students outperformed Blacks and Hispanics in 
reading by 22 and 15 points respectively (Institute of Educational Sciences, 2014) (Burney & 
Beilke, 2008). In fourth grade, White students who took the math assessment outperformed 
Blacks and Hispanics by 24 and 15 points respectively. In eighth grade, White students 
outperformed Blacks and Hispanics in math by 28 and 17 points respectively (Institute of 
Educational Sciences, 2014).  
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Historically, Black males from poor backgrounds score lowest on the NAEP tests; the 
gap widens significantly during adolescence. In findings from kindergarten studies, 71% of 
White students are able to recognize the alphabet compared to 80% of Asian children; however, 
only 59% of Black students and 51% of Hispanic kindergarten children are successful in letter 
recognition (Coley, 2003). Factors including a lower level of academic expectation as well as 
the potential for racial discrimination for Black males may account for this literacy 
underachievement (Matthews, Kizzie, Rowley, & Cortina, 2010). The multiplicative risk of the 
male gender paired with racial minority status may account for lower academic achievement. 
The academic risk for Black males may exist very early. Black children do not perform as well 
as their White counterparts on early reading assessments in writing, basic vocabulary, and 
decoding strategies and skills (Fryer & Levitt, 2006). 
Burney and Beilke (2008) report that students from low-income ethnically diverse 
subgroups are underrepresented in advanced coursework while the high-achieving White 
counterparts are overrepresented. High achieving students tend to come from wealthier homes 
while lower achieving students live in low-income homes (Burney & Beilke, 2008). 
Throughout the literature there are pervasive findings that minority students score lower 
than their White peers on standardized tests of achievement (Ikpa, 2003). Tate (1997) 
documents changes in mathematics achievement for students in the United States using national 
trend studies, advanced placement tests, and college admissions examinations. In terms of racial 
and ethnic trends, Tate (1997) reports that between 1980 and 1995 the gaps in math 
achievement between racial/ethnic groups has narrowed, but that “African American and 
Hispanic students continue to perform at significantly lower levels than White and Asian 
students” (p. 19).  	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School size. The relationship of school size and student achievement is of particular 
interest to educators in the United States as Americans have experienced evolving preferences 
in school size. In the early 20th century, many reformers saw the once honored and ubiquitous 
small rural schools as “ineffective, inefficient, and hindered by provincial attitudes and local 
politics” (Arnold, 2000, p. 3). Consolidation quickly became the dominant solution (Fowler & 
Walberg, 1991). Across America, school districts merged to form larger districts (Kenny & 
Schmidt, 1994). Between 1930 and 2000, the number of U.S. school districts decreased by 91% 
while the number of U.S. students increased by 83% (National Center for Education Statistics, 
n.d.), indicating that there were indeed new, larger districts. For example, Indiana’s School 
Corporation Reorganization Act of 1959 saw districts fall from 900 to 400 in a 10-year span and 
slowing but continuing, until in 2010 only 292 districts remained (Dokoupil, 2010). In Illinois, 
the same consolidation trend occurred, resulting in 1,008 districts in the 1983-84 school year 
narrowed to 866 districts by the 2011-2012 school year (Illinois State Board of Education, 
2011).  
School reorganizations reflected the industrial philosophy that costs are reduced by 
increasing the size of an organization (Purdy, 1997); they also reflected concerns about 
education quality and lack of opportunity in small schools (Fowler & Walberg, 1991). Conant 
(1967) called these concerns to national attention, arguing the enrollment of many American 
public high schools was “too small to allow diversified curriculum except at exorbitant cost” (p. 
77). He suggested more comprehensive educational programs could be offered at lower costs 
and with higher quality in larger high schools. 
Today, following the consolidation rush in the latter half of the 20th century, small 
schools have once again found favor (VonSchnase, 2011). Small schools, however, face 
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significant 21st century challenges, including increasing poverty rates, lack of funding, isolation, 
difficulty drawing in high-quality teachers, and elevated turnover rates of teachers and 
administrators as well as increased drop-out rates, increasingly low student attendance rates, and 
rising student mobility and homelessness (Arnold, 2000; VonSchnase, 2011). Large schools 
face their own problems of dangerous school environments, low graduation rates, low 
achievement rates for disadvantaged students, and large achievement gaps related to poverty, 
race, and gender (Bickel & Howley, 2000; Howley & Howley, 2004). Additionally, larger 
schools may also experience fiscal inefficiency (Howley, Johnson, & Petrie, 2011). 
Consensus on how to define degrees of school size (small, medium, large), optimal 
school size, or the effects of differing school sizes remains elusive. Williams, (1990), after 
reviewing 30 research studies on school size, stated no clear agreement exists on the tipping 
point between small and large schools. Finding the answer to “How small is small enough or 
how large is large enough?” has proven to be difficult for educators and researchers (Williams, 
1990).  
The lack of agreement on optimal school size for maximum student benefit is obvious in 
the varying research findings. Bancroft, Barker, and Gump (1964) reported a significant 
relationship between high school size and meaningful student involvement. Studying 13 eastern 
Kansas high schools with student populations ranging from 35 to 2,287 students, Bancroft et al. 
(1964) noted students in small schools participated in a wider variety of activities, held more 
positions of leadership, and had more positive self concepts than students from larger schools, 
all of which led to higher student achievement. Garbarino’s (1980) study concluded that high 
schools with more than 500 students are beneficial. Goodlad (1984) similarly found that a 
student population of 500 to 600 is optimal. However, Gregory and Smith (1987) and Sizer 
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(1992) argue a much lower number, 250 students or fewer, is the best high school student 
enrollment size. 
Fowler and Walberg (1991) studied 293 New Jersey public high schools and analyzed 
the effects of school size based on 18 school outcomes ranging from state-developed test scores 
to retention, suspensions, and post high school employment. These outcomes were regressed on 
23 school characteristics, including socioeconomic status, school size, and teacher 
characteristics. School size was negatively related to outcomes, suggesting smaller schools 
might be more efficient at supporting educational outcomes (Fowler & Walberg, 1991). 
Cotton (1996) supports the idea of a 600-900 student population as the optimal size for a 
school. In schools of this size, Cotton’s (1996) findings reveal higher rates of parental 
involvement, a stronger sense of staff and student efficacy, and greater student involvement in 
extracurricular activities in student bodies. Cotton (1996) argues although many small schools 
are rural, it is the smallness of schools that benefits students, not their settings. 
Lee and Smith (1997) also investigated the relationship between high school size and 
student achievement. They used math and reading scores from a nationally representative 
sample of U.S. high schools and controlled for prior academic proficiency as well as other 
characteristics such as social background. Like Cotton, they concluded high school enrollments 
of 600- 900 offer the most benefit to students. At the same time, they found although small 
schools are beneficial, schools could be too small. Their results suggest students learn less in 
schools with fewer than 600 students. On the other end of the spectrum, they reported students 
in large high schools, especially those over 2,100, learn considerably less. Their study also 
concluded school enrollment size has a greater effect on student populations with lower 
socioeconomic status and on student populations with high concentrations of minority 
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populations (Lee & Smith, 1997). For both lower-socioeconomic status students and minority 
students, small schools held greater success.  
Howley and Bickel (1999), in the well-known Matthew Project, extended school size 
and student achievement studies to the states of Georgia, Ohio, Texas, and Montana to analyze 
the relationship of school size and student achievement in a variety of settings. Like Lee and 
Smith’s (1997) findings, the Matthew Project concluded student performance is characterized 
by an interaction effect between school size and student achievement with low socioeconomic 
status students benefitting from small schools. The researchers also found more affluent 
students benefit from larger schools (Howley & Bickel, 1999). The Matthew Project report 
suggests an upper limit for high schools of 1,000 students, but the limit might be 1,500 for very 
affluent communities. In contrast, the findings also indicate some communities might 
necessitate a limit of 100 high school students to provide student success. In general, the report 
called for smaller schools for impoverished students. Similarly, Hager (2006) reviewed 
literature on the effect of school size and then analyzed Kentucky’s 1,200 public schools for 
effects of school size on student achievement. Hager concluded larger schools have a negative 
impact on learning, particularly for the disadvantaged.  
Wyse, Keesler, and Schneider (2008) in a study of over 12,000 high school students, 
analyzed the possible effect of small school size on student achievement in mathematics. Their 
findings indicate smaller school size does not necessarily equate to greater student mathematical 
achievement. They also found, like Howley and Bickel (1999), there was not one school size 
that is most advantageous in providing maximum student mathematical achievement.  
In light of school reforms of the 1990s and early 2000s, which raised concerns about 
larger educational units, Weiss, Carolan, and Baker-Smith (2010) studied mathematics 
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achievement and school size of 10,946 tenth graders. They found school size was highly related 
to student engagement, which indicated student success. Student bodies beyond 400, they 
found, experienced potentially harmful changes. Echoing earlier researchers, they noted, 
however, “group size affects different students differently, eliminating the ability to prescribe an 
ideal cohort or school size” (Weiss et al., 2010, p. 163). In fact, some students benefit from the 
anonymity of large schools. Weiss et al. (2010) noted as well the search for the “right size” (p. 
174) of school has yielded conflicting results that are inconsistent at best. Like the Matthew 
Project findings, the authors did not find consistent benefits of smaller schools for all kinds of 
students and pointed out small schools “are not a one size fits all solution” (Weiss et al., 2010, 
p. 174). 
A report prepared by Arnold (2004) for the Institute of Education Sciences also noted 
small size does not automatically result in increased student achievement. Small schools, the 
report concludes, should focus on how to better use their small student enrollment number to 
increase student achievement, since many factors influence student achievement in addition to 
school size. Arnold (2004) lists a potential future research question as “What is the nature of the 
relationship between school size and student achievement?” (p. 4). 
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Chapter Three: Methodology	  
The purpose of this mixed methods study was to explore the relationship, if any, 
between North Carolina public high school principals’ overall global-mindedness and each of 
its dimensions and high school student achievement using Hett’s (1993) Global-Mindedness 
Scale (GMS). The GMS provides measurements of affective behaviors, attitudes and values 
related to the development of global-mindedness. It has been replicated through various 
empirical studies to measure levels of global-mindedness for teacher candidates, undergraduate 
students, university faculty and administrators, and agricultural extension agents (Acolatse, 
2010; Carano, 2010; Cogan and Grossman, 2009; Duckworth, Walker-Levy, and Levy, 2005; 
Gillian, 1995; Kehl and Morris, 2008; Kirkwood-Tucker, Morris, and Lieberman, 2011; Smith, 
2008; Walton, 2002; Zhai and Scheer, 2004; Zong and Farouk, 1999). Although the GMS (Hett, 
1993) has been employed across various demographic groups in the past, this research study 
offered the unique implementation of the instrument in a group of high school leaders. 
Using a mixed methods, non-experimental research design employing Hett’s (1993) 
GMS, this study also examined the relationships between global-mindedness and demographic 
variables of high school principals and school characteristics. A mixed methods design offered a 
more holistic approach for exploring the level of global-mindedness among high school leaders. 
Specifically, using a mixed methods design allowed the researcher to view findings in context. 
Context is what shapes beliefs, attitudes, and the behavior of people and their experiences. As 
Sherman and Webb (1995) state, “Educational research today requires a more comprehensive 
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perspective in which the considerations that qualitative researchers raise, and the questions 
about worth and intent posed by philosophy, are as much a part of the discussion as are 
measurement and analysis” (p. 11). Certainly the topic of this research is a complex area of 
study, one that demands a wide focus if it is to be fully understood. Thus, by viewing the 
findings through a mixed methods design, a greater understanding of the relationship between 
overall global-mindedness—and each of its dimensions (responsibility, cultural pluralism, 
efficacy, globalcentrism, interconnectedness)—in North Carolina public high school principals 
and student achievement using Hett’s (1993) GMS was realized. 
The three specific research questions that guided this study were as follows: 
• Q1: What is the level of global-mindedness among NC public high school 
principals? 
o How do principals view their roles in promoting global-mindedness? 
o What have principals done to support global-mindedness? 
o How do the principals’ viewpoint and actions relate to their level of 
global-mindedness? 
• Q2: Is the principal’s level of global-mindedness, including the total score and 
each dimension, associated with student achievement in NC public high schools? 
• Q3: Do other factors influence the association, or lack of association, between 
global-mindedness and student achievement?  
Current North Carolina high school principals were surveyed to determine their level of 
global-mindedness using the GMS, a validated tool designed by Hett (1993). This survey also 
provided information for the qualitative component of this research. Student achievement and 
school characteristics were obtained from North Carolina Department of Public Instruction. The 
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data analysis was performed at the school level. Principals’ responses were linked to school 
characteristics and student achievement based upon the school’s LEA code. School level data 
for student achievement was measured by: (1) ACT composite score, (2) EOC composite score, 
and (3) graduation rate. 	  
Research Questions and Hypotheses 
The primary aim of this research was to determine if a principal’s level of global-
mindedness was associated with student achievement. The research also aimed to elucidate the 
influence of other factors on the association between global-mindedness and student 
achievement.  
The aims of this research were to determine: 
1) The level of global-mindedness among high school principals in North 
Carolina as measured by Hett’s (1993) GMS with further exploration of: 
a. How principals viewed their role in promoting global-mindedness  
b. What principals had done to support global-mindedness 
c. How the principals’ viewpoint and actions related to their scores on the 
GMS 
2) If the principal’s level of global-mindedness was related to student 
achievement as measured by the ACT composite score, EOC composite 
score, and graduation rate, and to determine the strength of the association 
between student achievement and each dimension of the GMS as measured 
by sub-scores on: 
a. Responsibility 
b. Cultural pluralism 
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c. Efficacy 
d. Globalcentrism 
e. Interconnectedness 
3) If other factors influenced the association, or lack of an association, between 
global-mindedness and student achievement. Specifically, the influence of 
school characteristics and demographic characteristics of school principals 
were examined, including the following factors: 
a. School and student characteristics: 
i. School location 
ii. SES (as measured by free and reduced price lunch) 
iii. Race/Ethnicity 
iv. School size (as measured by average daily membership) 
b. Principal demographics 
i. Gender 
ii. Race/Ethnicity 
iii. Country of birth 
iv. Travel and time outside of country of birth 
v. Number of fluent languages  
vi. Years of experience as a principal at current school 
vii. Years of experience as a principal 
viii. Years of experience as an educator 
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Participant Sample and Data Collection 
All principals in North Carolina public high schools for the school year 2014-15 were 
invited to participate in this study. The North Carolina Department of Public Instruction 
provided a list of primary email addresses and additional contact details including school name, 
location, address, and phone number for each prospective participant. The primary method of 
communication with schools occurred via electronic mail. The target response rate for this study 
was 25% or better. Methods to promote the target response rate included an electronic reminder 
message to those who had not responded within the first two weeks of receiving the request to 
complete the questionnaire, a follow-up phone call after four weeks if no response was received, 
and small financial incentive to complete the survey. 
The researcher used Qualtrics as the method to collect data via the questionnaire 
(Appendix H). Data collected on principal characteristics were: gender, race/ethnicity, country 
of birth, travel and time outside of country of birth, languages spoken, years of experience as a 
principal at current school, years of experience as a principal, and years of experience as an 
educator. Additionally, the researcher used Hett’s (1993) GMS to measure each principal’s level 
in the five dimensions of global-mindedness (see Appendix I).  
The researcher used North Carolina Department of Public Instruction to collect the 
identified school characteristics. Table 1 contains an overview of the data sources used in 
addressing each of the research questions. 
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Table 1. Data Sources 
Research Question Data Source 1: 
Existing Data from 
NCDPI for the 
school year 2012-
2013 
 
Data Source 2: 
Global-Mindedness 
scores obtained by 
responses to the 
Qualtrics Survey 
Data Source 3: 
Demographic 
Responses from 
Principals 
responding to the 
Qualtrics Survey 
o What is the level 
of global-
mindedness among 
NC public high 
school principals?  
 
 GM Total 
Responsibility 
Cultural Pluralism 
Efficacy 
Globalcentrism 
Interconnectedness  
Q8: The Common 
Core State 
Standards state that 
all students should 
be prepared for a 
successful life in the 
21st century. This 
includes teaching 
students to be 
globally-aware 
citizens. How do 
you see your role in 
this global 
awareness shift? 
 
Q9: What, if 
anything, have you 
personally done to 
support global 
awareness in your 
school? 
 
How is the 
principal’s level of 
global-
mindedness, 
including the total 
score and each 
dimension, 
associated with 
student 
achievement in NC 
public high 
schools? 
 
Average school 
level data: 
ACT Composite 
Score 
EOC Composite 
Score  
Graduation Rate 
GM Total 
Responsibility 
Cultural Pluralism 
Efficacy 
Globalcentrism 
Interconnectedness 
 
Do other factors 
influence the 
association, or lack 
of association, 
Average school 
level data: 
ACT Composite 
Score 
GM Total 
 
Principal data: 
Gender 
Race/Ethnicity 
Country of Birth 
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Research Question Data Source 1: 
Existing Data from 
NCDPI for the 
school year 2012-
2013 
 
Data Source 2: 
Global-Mindedness 
scores obtained by 
responses to the 
Qualtrics Survey 
Data Source 3: 
Demographic 
Responses from 
Principals 
responding to the 
Qualtrics Survey 
between global-
mindedness and 
student 
achievement? 
EOC Composite 
Score 
Graduation Rate 
 
School level data 
for: 
School Location 
(LOCALE) 
Receiving Free and 
Reduced Price 
Lunch (FRL) 
Student Race/ 
Ethnicity 
(ETHNIC) 
School Size- 
Average Daily 
Membership 
(ADM) 
Travel and Time 
Outside of 
Country of Birth 
Languages Spoken 
Years of Experience 
as a Principal at 
Current School 
Years of Experience 
as a Principal 
Years of Experience 
as an Educator 
 
Protection of the Subjects 
The Institutional Review Board (IRB) at the researcher’s university reviewed the 
description of the research. In providing informed consent, the researcher notified the subjects 
that they could choose whether to respond to the survey or not. Respondents were given an 
opportunity to receive a small financial incentive for completing the survey, and an offer to 
make a contribution to a charity. Additionally, results of the investigation were made available 
to respondents. The participants were also informed that they had the right to withdraw at any 
time during the survey session, their data would be protected in an aggregated form and only 
used in this study, and they would not be identified in any manner.  
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The survey was designed using campus data collection software, Qualtrics, and was 
implemented via the Internet with privacy protection. The researcher collected participants’ 
personally identifiable information during the survey in order to follow-up with non-
respondents; however, the survey process remained confidential. Records associated with the 
research project were securely stored and only accessible by the researcher. 
Research Instruments 
Survey Research. According to Baxter and Babbie (2004), surveys provide the best 
way to collect original data for describing a population too large to observe directly. Survey 
data allows flexibility in analysis, allowing one to develop operational definitions from the 
results of the survey (Baxter & Babbie, 2004). On the other hand, survey research can lack 
validity because respondents are given standardized options that may or may not fit their exact 
belief on the subject. This may limit the depth of respondents’ actual responses, potentially 
yielding inaccurate results (Baxter & Babbie, 2004). In response to this weakness, the 
researcher included two open-ended questions in the Principal Background Questionnaire, 
allowing the respondents to further explain their understandings and actions related to 21st 
century learning and global awareness.	  
Two survey instruments were used in this study. The initial instrument was the Global-
Mindedness Survey (GMS) developed by Hett (1993), which enabled the researcher to 
determine a principal’s level of global-mindedness and if the level was associated with student 
achievement (Permission to use the GMS was granted- see Appendix J). The second survey 
instrument contained measures of principal characteristics and open-ended questions, which 
allowed for exploration of the influence of other factors on the association between global-
mindedness and student achievement. 
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The GMS was selected for two reasons. First, the underlying values of the five 
dimensions correlate to the underlying dimensions of global-mindedness as outlined in the 
review of the literature. The five dimensions are: 
• Responsibility: A deep personal concern for people in all parts of the world which 
surfaces as a sense of moral responsibility to try and improve conditions in some way; 
• Cultural Pluralism: An appreciation of the diversity of cultures in the world a belief 
that all have something of value to offer. This is accompanied by taking pleasure in 
exploring and trying to understand other cultural frameworks; 
• Efficacy: A belief that an individual’s actions can make a difference and that 
involvement in national and international issues is important; 
• Globalcentrism: Thinking in terms of what is good for the global community, not just 
what will benefit one’s own country. A willingness to make judgments based on global, 
not ethnocentric, standards; and, 
• Interconnectedness: An awareness and appreciation of the interrelatedness of all 
peoples and nations, which results in a sense of global belonging or kinship with the 
human family. (Hett, 1993, p. 143) 
These correlate to the five underlying dimensions articulated in the review of the literature, 
because they share the commonalities of looking out for the welfare of the global community, 
gaining an awareness and appreciation of diverse cultures, believing that there is a connection 
between the local and the global, and making students aware of global issues. Secondly, the 
GMS was chosen because of its strong validity and reliability, developed through a process of 
retroductive triangulation and grounded in sociological theory construction research that meets 
the criteria for psychometric measures. The GMS consists of a 30 item Likert–type scale 
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ranging across five choices from strongly disagree to strongly agree. 
The second instrument was a demographic questionnaire used to help the researcher 
answer the third research question, “Do other factors influence the association, or lack of 
association, between global-mindedness and student achievement?” There were nine questions 
on the Principal Background Questionnaire. Questions four through six each related to travel 
and/or language experience. The rationale for these questions was largely grounded in the 
research of the correlation between travel and language with global-mindedness (Mapp, 
McFarland, & Newell, 2007; Pence & Macgillivray, 2008; Tye & Tye, 1998). It was the intent 
of the researcher to investigate the relationship of these independent variables to the overall 
global-mindedness score. At the end of the survey, the researcher included two questions asking 
principals to give a written response and examples. By including these questions, principals 
were able to respond with examples not specifically cited in the survey. Of particular 
importance to the study was what principals thought their leadership should do in order to 
promote the global awareness shift in their schools, and what they have done to support it. 
Internal Consistency, Reliability and Validity of the GMS 
According to Hett (1993), the GMS was initially developed to measure student attitudes 
related to their sense of connection to, interest in, and responsibility for the global community 
and to identify the types of behaviors that were related to this perspective. Hett gave the GMS to 
a sample of students at the University of California, San Diego (n=396). The internal reliability 
for the GMS, using Cronbach’s coefficient alpha was 0.90 overall. Alpha subscales ranged from 
0.70 - 0.79. A content validity index (CVI) of 0.88 was established for the GMS by a panel of 
four content judges.  
Hett noted that the five factors on the final instrument were conceptually distinct and 
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easily identified. Hett (1993) reported the use of the Spearman Brown prophecy formula to 
confirm the level of reliability for the overall tool as 0.93.  
 
Table 2. Five-Factor Reliability Analysis of Hett’s Global-Mindedness Scale 
Subscale Number of items Standardize item alpha 
Responsibility 7 0.80 
Cultural pluralism 8 0.75 
Efficacy 5 0.72 
Globalcentrism 5 0.65 
Interconnectedness 5 0.70 
Total for GMS 30 0.90 
 
In addition to conducting a reliability analysis, Hett (1993) determined the 
dimensionality of the GMS through the calculation of Pearson product-moment correlation 
coefficients. According to Hett, moderate correlations between subscales ranged from 0.34 to 
0.52, indicating that the GMS was a multidimensional instrument and that each of the emerging 
five factors addressed a different and unique aspect of global-mindedness. In terms of 
convergent validity, Hett reported significant correlations (r=0.65, p<0.001), which were 
established between the reduced 30-item GMS with the Chauvinism subscale (reverse-scored) 
of the Global Understanding Project (Barrows et al., 1981). Additionally, to a lower positive 
correlation of 0.32, significant at the 0.01 levels with Yachimowicz’s (1987) International 
Concern subscale, which was also adapted from the Global Understanding Project (Hett, 1993). 
Duckworth et al. (2005), and Kehl and Morris (2008), two studies discussed in Chapter Two, 
used the GMS in their studies to provide further validation of this instrument. 	  
Student Achievement  
The North Carolina Department of Public Instruction (NCDPI) has collected data on 
student achievement, student background characteristics, and school characteristics since the 
early 1990s and has made this data available to scholars through their publicly available files. 
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Access to these data allowed the researcher to examine three measures of student achievement: 
ACT composite scores, End-of-Course (EOC) composite scores, and graduation rates for the 
2012-13 school year.	  
ACT exam. The first dependent variable chosen to measure student achievement was 
the school’s composite score for the ACT (American College Testing) exam. This exam is a 
standardized test administered to all eleventh grade students in the state of North Carolina. The 
exam consists of four required parts and one optional part: English, Math, Reading, Science, 
and Writing (optional). The test questions were developed to directly relate to high school 
standards and are a measurement of achievement, whereas the SAT (formerly known as 
Scholastic Aptitude Test) was designed to measure aptitude. Each student receives a composite 
ACT score as well as separate subscores for each completed section (see Appendix K) 
(American College Testing Inc., 2014).  
End-of-course exam. The second dependent variable chosen was the school’s 
composite score from the End-of-Course (EOC) exam. Every high school student in the state of 
North Carolina takes the English II EOC, Math I EOC, and Biology EOC. These exams are 
graded on a scale of 1- 4. Each school is then given an EOC composite score that reflects the 
percent of students who score at or above Achievement Level 3 on these tests. A student’s EOC 
score must account for at least 25% of the student’s final grade in the relevant course, thus 
placing high importance on these exams for graduation (North Carolina Department of Public 
Instruction, 2014). 
Graduation rate. The third dependent variable chosen was the high school graduation 
rate. The four-year cohort graduation rate is the percentage of students in a school district who 
entered the ninth grade in 2009-2010 and who graduated in 2013. Getting students to the point 
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of graduation is one indicator of potential college enrollment. Thus, graduation rates for each 
school were considered in this study because they identify the percentage of students who are 
career and college ready as defined by the North Carolina State Board of Education (2008). 
Data Collection and Analysis Methods  
All primary data were collected via an electronic survey using Qualtrics survey software 
to facilitate research survey administration, data collection, and data management. The GMS 
provided measures of the dimensions of global-mindedness as self-reported by school leaders. 
An introductory letter was included in the initial email sent to all participants to encourage 
participant response.  
In order to analyze the data for this study, three empirical research questions were 
reviewed. The three research questions and corresponding hypotheses for this study were: 
• Q1: What is the level of global-mindedness among NC public high school principals? 
a. How do principals view their roles in promoting student global-
mindedness? 
b. What have principals done to support global-mindedness? 
c. How do the principals’ viewpoint and actions relate to their level of 
global-mindedness? 
• Q2: Is the principal’s level of global-mindedness, including the total score and each 
dimension, associated with student achievement in NC public high schools? 
o Ho1: There is no association between total global-mindedness and the 
school’s average ACT composite score.  
o Ha1: There is an association between total global-mindedness and the 
school’s average ACT composite score.  
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o Ho2: There is no association between the dimension of responsibility in a 
principal’s global-mindedness and the school’s average ACT composite 
score.  
o Ha2: There is an association between the dimension of responsibility in a 
principal’s global-mindedness and the school’s average ACT composite 
score.  
o Ho3: There is no association between the dimension of cultural pluralism 
in a principal’s global-mindedness and the school’s average ACT 
composite score.  
o Ha3: There is an association between the dimension of cultural pluralism 
in a principal’s global-mindedness and the school’s average ACT 
composite score.  
o Ho4: There is no association between the dimension of efficacy in a 
principal’s global-mindedness and the school’s average ACT composite 
score.  
o Ha4: There is an association between the dimension of efficacy in a 
principal’s global-mindedness and the school’s average ACT composite 
score.  
o Ho5: There is no association between the dimension of globalcentrism in 
a principal’s global-mindedness and the school’s average ACT composite 
score.  
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o Ha5: There is an association between the dimension of globalcentrism in 
a principal’s global-mindedness and the school’s average ACT composite 
score.  
o Ho6: There is no association between the dimension of 
interconnectedness in a principal’s global-mindedness and the school’s 
average ACT composite score.  
o Ha6: There is an association between the dimension of 
interconnectedness in a principal’s global-mindedness and the school’s 
average ACT composite score.  
o Ho7: There is no association between total global-mindedness and the 
school’s average EOC composite score.  
o Ha7: There is an association between total global-mindedness and the 
school’s average EOC composite score.  
o Ho8: There is no association between the dimension of responsibility in a 
principal’s global-mindedness and the school’s average EOC composite 
score.  
o Ha8: There is an association between the dimension of responsibility in a 
principal’s global-mindedness and the school’s average EOC composite 
score.  
o Ho9: There is no association between the dimension of cultural pluralism 
in a principal’s global-mindedness and the school’s average EOC 
composite score.  
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o Ha9: There is an association between the dimension of cultural pluralism 
in a principal’s global-mindedness and the school’s average EOC 
composite score.  
o Ho10: There is no association between the dimension of efficacy in a 
principal’s global-mindedness and the school’s average EOC composite 
score.  
o Ha10: There is an association between the dimension of efficacy in a 
principal’s global-mindedness and the school’s average EOC composite 
score.  
o Ho11: There is no association between the dimension of globalcentrism 
in a principal’s global-mindedness and the school’s average EOC 
composite score.  
o Ha11: There is an association between the dimension of globalcentrism 
in a principal’s global-mindedness and the school’s average EOC 
composite score.  
o Ho12: There is no association between the dimension of 
interconnectedness in a principal’s global-mindedness and the school’s 
average EOC composite score.  
o Ha12: There is an association between the dimension of 
interconnectedness in a principal’s global-mindedness and the EOC 
composite score.  
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o Ho13: There is no association between total global-mindedness and the 
school’s graduation rate.  
o Ha13: There is an association between total global-mindedness and the 
school’s graduation rate.  
o Ho14: There is no association between the dimension of responsibility in 
a principal’s global-mindedness and the school’s graduation rate.  
o Ha14: There is an association between the dimension of responsibility in 
a principal’s global-mindedness and the school’s graduation rate.  
o Ho15: There is no association between the dimension of cultural 
pluralism in a principal’s global-mindedness and the school’s graduation 
rate.  
o Ha15: There is an association between the dimension of cultural 
pluralism in a principal’s global-mindedness and the school’s graduation 
rate.  
o Ho16: There is no association between the dimension of efficacy in a 
principal’s global-mindedness and the school’s graduation rate.  
o Ha16: There is an association between the dimension of efficacy in a 
principal’s global-mindedness and the school’s graduation rate.  
o Ho17: There is no association between the dimension of globalcentrism 
in a principal’s global-mindedness and the school’s graduation rate.  
o Ha17: There is an association between the dimension of globalcentrism 
in a principal’s global-mindedness and the school’s graduation rate.  
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o Ho18: There is no association between the dimension of 
interconnectedness in a principal’s global-mindedness and the school’s 
graduation rate.  
o Ha18: There is an association between the dimension of 
interconnectedness in a principal’s global-mindedness and the school’s 
graduation rate. 
• Q3: Do other factors influence the association, or lack of association, between global-
mindedness and student achievement? 
a. Is there an association between the independent variable, global-
mindedness, and the following factors: 
1. School location (LOCALE) 
2. Receiving free and reduced price lunch (FRL) 
3. Student race/ethnicity (ETHNIC) 
4. School size – average daily membership (ADM) 
5. Gender 
6. Race/ethnicity 
7. Country of birth 
8. Travel and time outside of country of birth 
9. Languages spoken 
10. Years of experience as a principal at current school 
11. Years of experience as a principal 
12. Years of experience as an educator 
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b. Is there an association between the dependent variables, student 
achievement (ACT, EOC, Graduation rate), and the following factors: 
1. School location (LOCALE) 
2. Receiving free and reduced price lunch (FRL) 
3. Student race/ethnicity (ETHNIC) 
4. School size- average daily membership (ADM) 
5. Gender 
6. Race/ethnicity 
7. Country of birth 
8. Travel and time outside of country of birth 
9. Languages spoken 
10. Years of experience as a principal at current school 
11. Years of experience as a principal 
12. Years of experience as an educator 
c. Is global-mindedness predictive of student achievement in the context of 
other factors, including school and principal characteristics as identified in 
a and b above? 
 
Survey piloting. For this research study, two surveys were developed through Qualtrics 
to address the three research questions. The Odum Institute reviewed both surveys, 
methodology experts located at the University of North Carolina-Chapel Hill, to ensure 
consistency and eliminate redundancy. The first survey contained questions as developed by 
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Hett (1993) in the GMS. The second survey contained questions that were generated using 
information and concepts gleaned from the literature review on global-mindedness. To ensure 
that the survey was valid and reliable, the researcher piloted the survey among a group of 
professionals not associated with the field of education. The information and insight was shared 
with the researcher and modifications to the survey were made accordingly.  
Statistical Analysis Plan  
Rationale for mixed methods design. Mixed methods research is considered an 
important approach for the field of education as it, “offers the potential for deeper 
understandings of some education research questions that policymakers need answered” 
(Viadero, 2005, p. 2). Creswell and Plano Clark (2007) define mixed methods research as a 
methodology that “focuses on collecting, analyzing, and mixing both quantitative and 
qualitative data in a single study or series of studies” (p. 5). The understanding behind using a 
mixed methods methodology is that the combination of using both qualitative and quantitative 
approaches gives a more holistic picture than just using one approach alone.   
From a methodological perspective, Greene, Benjamin, and Goodyear (2001) argue that 
if mixed methods research is done purposefully, it increases the validity and credibility of the 
inferences made, leads to more comprehensive findings and in-depth understandings of the 
phenomena being studied, and increases perspectives being included in the research. According 
to Creswell and Plano Clark (2007), there are four major types of mixed methods designs: the 
Triangulation Design, the Embedded Design, the Explanatory Design, and the Exploratory 
Design. This study will utilize the Triangulation Design, and more specifically, the convergence 
model. A graphic representation of the Triangulation Design: Convergence Model (Creswell & 
Plano Clark, 2007, p. 63) is presented in Figure 8.  
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Figure 8: Triangulation Design: The Convergence Model 
 
In the Triangulation Design, qualitative and quantitative methods are collected within a 
similar timeframe and are given equal weight during analysis (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007). 
Further, within the convergence model, the qualitative and quantitative data are collected and 
analyzed separately, then merged during the interpretation phase. The approach used in this 
study is also supported by Morse’s (1991) concept of simultaneous triangulation, where both 
qualitative and quantitative data are collected with limited interaction between the two types of 
data, but the findings from each are used to complement one another during interpretation 
(Burke Johnson, Onwuegbuzie, & Turner, 2007). According to Creswell and Plano Clark 
(2007), the purpose of using triangulation is to “end up with valid and well-substantiated 
conclusions about a single phenomenon” (p. 65). 
Quantitative analysis. Results of the on-line survey were automatically tabulated via 
the Qualtrics survey program as each participant responded. Survey data was downloaded as a 
Microsoft Excel file and transferred to the Statistical Analysis System® (SAS). Survey data was 
linked to data from the North Carolina Department of Public Instruction by school code (LEA), 
such that each observation in the analysis data set contained both survey and school data. 
Statistical data was recoded and analyzed via SAS® with descriptive statistics 
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calculated for GMS, GMS subscores, principal demographics, and school characteristics. It was 
then presented as frequencies or means with standard deviations and median values, as 
appropriate. Frequencies of data directed the necessary reduction methods to form categories of 
meaningful data. For example, if there were fewer than five responses in any categorical 
variable, categories were combined, thus reducing the number of original categories. The raw 
data were examined and continuous variables tested for normality assumptions to direct the use 
of parametric versus non-parametric methods. The statistical analysis was performed in a 
stepwise fashion, starting with descriptive univariate statistics, followed by bivariate analysis, 
and finally multivariable regression analysis. While the results of the descriptive, univariate 
analysis were used to identify the appropriate parametric or non-parametric methods and to 
develop the multivariable models, the general approach was: (1) describe the characteristics of 
each variable considered by computing either frequencies or measures of central tendency and 
variance to determine normality assumptions with the use of the Shapiro-Wilk statistic (W); (2) 
determine the associations between independent and dependent variables with either the use of 
correlation coefficients (Spearman’s or Pearson’s as appropriate) for continuous independent 
and dependent variables, chi-square analyses for categorical data, and pooled t-tests or 
Wilcoxon Signed Rank Tests for two dichotomous groups and continuous dependent variables, 
and Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) or Kruskal-Wallis tests for more than two independent 
groups. All analyses were performed as two-tailed tests with an a-prior type I error rate of 0.05 
as specified by the null and alternative hypothesis. There were no planned adjustments in the 
probability levels (such as Bonferroni correction) for multiple comparisons as all hypotheses to 
be tested were pre-specified.  
The inclusion of selected variables in the models was based on the bivariate analyses as 
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previously described. In general, any variable with a p-value of 0.10 or less was considered as a 
predictor for inclusion. Examples of potential regression models developed took the form of: 
Y=β0 + β1x1 + β2x2 +β3X3 + … + Ɛ, where 
Y=Dependent, e.g. ACT composite score 
X1= GMS 
X2=Predictor variable 2, e.g. Gender 
X3=Predictor variable 3, e.g. Principal’s years as an Educator 
Ɛ =error 
Because this research focused on quantifying the relationship of global-mindedness with 
student achievement, multiple regression models included a term for GMS while others 
removed the GMS to allow for comparison of models with and without the GMS. Other 
predictor variables were chosen from the school attributes and principal characteristics 
previously described. Because predictor variables consisted of both continuous and categorical 
values, it was necessary to create indicator variables (sometimes referred to as dummy 
variables) or reference values. For example, in the case of a principal’s gender, a variable was 
created where 
Female=  0 for male principal  
 1 for female principal 
Confounding and interaction terms were also considered in the models. While a 
confounding variable is one that is associated with the independent variable (i.e. GMS) and is 
associated independently with the outcome variable (student achievement), an effect modifier is 
associated with only the independent or dependent variable. Following the methods described 
by Kleinbaum, Muller, Kupper, and Nizam (1997), interaction terms (effect modifiers) were 
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assessed before confounding terms. Variables considered for potential inclusion in the models 
were chosen from the following list in which there was statistically significant trend (p <0.10) 
found in the bivariate analyses: school locale, percent receiving free and reduced price lunch, 
percent minority, school size, and principal’s gender, race/ethnicity, country of birth, time 
outside the country of birth, number of fluent languages, years in current position, years of 
experience as principal, and years of educational experience.    
 To address the research questions, a number of multivariable regression models were 
evaluated. Using a step-wise approach, the partial F-test was used to determine whether 
additional independent variables significantly added to the prediction of the dependent variable 
given the other independent variables already in the model. This approach led to a reduced 
number of important predictors of student achievement. 
Qualitative analysis. Qualitative research, because of its exploratory nature, can 
provide researchers with important information to understand social phenomena. With the 
interpretative nature of qualitative research (Creswell, 2009), the researcher must in some way 
interpret the data through an analysis procedure. Therefore, the analysis of the qualitative data 
collected in a study is an important step in the research process (Leech & Onwuegbuzie, 2008). 
In order to analyze the data of a qualitative research study, the researcher must organize and 
prepare the data for analysis being conducted in the study (Creswell, 2007).  
In order to analyze data using the qualitative descriptive method, a qualitative content 
analysis was used. This type of analysis relies on the use of coding systems, which are 
developed to correspond with the data to be analyzed (Sullivan-Bolyai, Bova, & Harper, 2005). 
Qualitative content analysis involves examining language with the purpose of classifying text 
into categories (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005). Specifically, a directed content analysis was utilized. 
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This particular type of content analysis is used when a guiding conceptual framework already 
exists that can be used in determining the initial coding scheme (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005). 
Directed content analysis is more structured than conventional content analysis and 
involves the development of coding categories using previous research or theory, which is in 
turn used to develop operational definitions (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005). One strategy available to 
those using directed content analysis is to immediately begin coding using the predetermined 
codes (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005). Any data that cannot be coded is later analyzed to determine if 
additional categories need to be developed. Specifically, according to Downe-Wamboldt (1992) 
the proceeding eight steps of content analysis were followed: 
1. Select the unit of analysis 
2. Create and define the categories 
3. Pretest the category definitions and rules 
4. Assess reliability and validity  
5. Revise the coding rules as necessary 
6. Pretest the revised category scheme  
7. Code all the data  
8. Reassess reliability and validity  
(Downe-Wamboldt, 1992, p. 315).  
 
The qualitative content analysis approach to coding has been used in psychology, 
sociology, political science and the health sciences, and by researchers in the field of education 
(Saenz & Moses, 2010; Silova & Brehm, 2009). Such qualitative descriptive methods, with 
corresponding content analysis, were appropriate for this study because, while no method is 
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entirely free from subjectivity, it was low-inference and allowed for a comprehensive summary 
of the data. This approach also allowed for the use of data that was structured, as well as for the 
review of documents (North Carolina Department of Instruction, 2006). Sullivan-Bolyai et al. 
(2005) report that the outcomes of this type of qualitative analysis result in a “straight 
description of the data organized in a way that ‘fits’ the data” (p. 128).  
A content analysis procedure was used in this study. Content analysis is a procedure that 
provides researchers with a method to analyze written, verbal, or visual communication 
messages (Cole, 1988). Content analysis can be a process that is as simple as counting key 
words in a context that identifies the frequency and consistency of word usage (Stemler, 2001) 
or as complex as examining the language to classify large amounts of text into a smaller number 
of categories to extract meaning (Weber, 1990). Content analysis helps a researcher sift through 
large amounts of textual data in a systematic process (Stemler, 2001) and is a flexible method 
for analyzing text data (Cavanagh, 1997). Miles and Huberman (1994) refer to the content 
analysis process as “data reduction” (p. 204). “Data reduction involves selecting, focusing, 
simplifying, abstracting, and transferring data” that is in a text format (Miles & Huberman, 
1994, p. 204).  
Upon reading the qualitative data from the Principal Demographic Questionnaire, the 
researcher began a detailed analysis with a coding process. The researcher read the transcripts in 
their entirety several times, thus allowing for an immersion in the data (Creswell, 2009; Hseih 
& Shannon, 2005; Saldana, 2009). While reading the text, the researcher highlighted words and 
phrases that captured key words or concepts associated with global awareness and 21st century 
learning that are outlined in Future-Ready Students: Goals for the 21st Century (Hseih & 
Shannon, 2005; Saldana, 2009).  
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Next, notes and memos were made while reading the text again, noting thoughts and 
ideas about the text as a whole and the initial words and phrases highlighted as key concepts 
(Hseih & Shannon, 2005). Codes were assigned to the highlighted text to organize the concepts 
into categories (Hseih & Shannon, 2005; Saldana, 2009) to reduce the number of concepts. 
Saldana (2009) defines a code in qualitative research as “a word or short phrase that 
symbolically assigns a summative, salient, essence-capturing, and/or evocative attribute for a 
portion of language-based or visual data” (p. 3). The researcher incorporated Saldana’s (2009) 
method of coding into the research when identifying and labeling phrases and sections of the 
data. Codes helped the researcher combine a large amount of data together into more 
meaningful units of information (Miles & Huberman, 1994). Using content analysis techniques, 
the researcher counted themes and reported them as frequencies. As Glesne (2006) explains, 
researchers will find themes in their data, but must “find ways to make connections that are 
ultimately meaningful to themselves and the reader” (p.165). Definitions for each theme were 
developed and reported in the findings. The research findings were presented in table and text 
form, as will be shown in Chapter Four.  
While it is clear that some questions required coding in order to tease out relevant 
concepts, it was important to situate this process within a larger context. Given that the research 
in this study focused on the impact that principals have on student achievement, and given that 
measurement of this impact occurred within a 21st century framework, it was necessary to 
explain how this 21st century framework applied to the treatment of the data (see Chapter 5).  
Researchers should justify that the information presented in their study is trustworthy. 
Throughout a study, the researcher must convey in a clear description the research design, the 
data collection methods, and the analysis procedures used to interpret the data. If conveyed 
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accurately, the researcher can ensure the study has established credibility. If a research study is 
credible, it likely measured what it intended to measure (Shenton, 2004). Lincoln and Guba 
(1985) suggest that ensuring the credibility of a research study is one of the most important 
tasks to ensure the trustworthiness of the study.  
In a qualitative research study, the researcher is the main instrument for the data 
collection (Creswell, 2009). One way to reduce researcher bias in the study and increase the 
study’s trustworthiness is through a reflective journal. In a reflective journal, any bias the 
researcher has about the study can be bracketed (Moustakas, 1994) to expose the bias and allow 
for transparency (Jootun, McGhee, & Marland, 2009) of thoughts and ideas. Journal writing 
provides the researcher with a method to get feedback about the study (Jootun et al., 2009). By 
continually being reflective, the researcher can easily distinguish between the ideas that came 
from the participant and those that came from the researcher (Williams & Morrow, 2009). 
According to Jootun et al. (2009), all qualitative research should have a reflective strategy 
imbedded into the research design. Reflecting on the research and trying to understand how 
biases could have an impact on the research findings can add credibility to a study (Jootun et al., 
2009).  
For this study, the researcher wrote in a reflective journal about any thoughts and 
feelings of the survey data and analysis of the study. Reviewing the journal enabled the 
researcher to focus on areas that may have been affected by the researcher’s biases.  
Another method of increasing the trustworthiness and credibility of this study was to ask 
experienced researchers for guidance and direction, which the researcher did during the 
development of the survey question protocol. The guidance and insight of the experienced 
researchers helped to maintain the quality of the research and contributed to the ethical 
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collection and analysis of the research data. 
Another method used to increase the trustworthiness and credibility of the study was the 
researcher’s unfamiliarity of the participants. Prior to the study, the researcher did not know any 
of the participants professionally or personally. Therefore, the analysis was not influenced by 
previous knowledge of the participants or their views about global awareness. 
The goal of a qualitative researcher is to understand the complexity and richness of the 
phenomenon being studied (Denzin & Lincoln, 2005). Any finding in a research study is a 
result of a researcher’s interpretation. Having methods and strategies as described above 
embedded in the research design increases the trustworthiness and credibility of the research 
findings.  
Summary 
This study analyzed the relationship between North Carolina high school principals’ 
overall global-mindedness – including each of its dimensions (responsibility, cultural pluralism, 
efficacy, globalcentrism, interconnectedness)— and student achievement using Hett’s (1993) 
GMS. In addition, principals were asked to respond to whether or not they saw themselves as 
promoting global awareness in their schools, and what other factors they thought were 
important in a school’s 21st century learning. 
This study sought to involve the entire population of high school principals within the 
state of North Carolina. The data were collected by means of a self-reported survey sent to all 
high school principals. Quantitative data were analyzed through SAS®, and qualitative data 
were analyzed through coding methods and emerging themes to answer the research questions 
posed. 
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Chapter Four: Data Analysis	  
The purpose of this study was to explore the relationship, if any, between the overall 
global-mindedness of North Carolina public high school principals and the level of student 
achievement in their schools. Using a mixed methods research design, this study also examined 
the relationships between global-mindedness and demographic variables of high school 
principals and school characteristics. Hett’s (1993) GMS instrument, which measures 
responsibility, cultural pluralism, efficacy, globalcentrism, and interconnectedness, was used to 
determine the level of global-mindedness in participating principals. 
The target population for this study consisted of high school principals in North Carolina 
for the school year 2014-15. Qualtrics software was employed for survey administration, 
management, and data collection. Data were organized by research hypotheses and all analyses 
were conducted using SAS®. The researcher employed the use of an invitational letter outlining 
the voluntary nature of the study. This invitation was sent to all prospective participants, which 
also required consent to participate through a hyperlinked URL address to begin the survey. 
Once consent was granted, the time commitment to complete the 39- item survey was 
approximately 14 minutes with a survey return window of eight weeks. During this time, 
reminder emails were sent to all participants to encourage participation in the study.  
This chapter provides information regarding the results, including descriptive statistics 
of the respondents, an outline of the responses to the three research questions, and 
corresponding null hypotheses. Tables, charts, and graphs are utilized within this chapter to 
facilitate communication of the findings from the statistical and qualitative analyses. In 
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addition, this chapter provides information regarding the statistical methods employed for 
analysis and also identifies statistical results to assess the strength of relationships between the 
variables.  
The study was guided by the following three research questions:  
• Q1: What is the level of global-mindedness among NC public high school 
principals? 
a. How do principals view their roles in promoting global-mindedness? 
b. What have principals done to support global-mindedness? 
c. How do the principals’ viewpoint and actions relate to their level of global-
mindedness? 
• Q2: Is the principal’s level of global-mindedness, including the total score and each 
dimension, associated with student achievement in NC public high schools? 
• Q3: Do other factors influence the association, or lack of association, between 
global-mindedness and student achievement?  
Measurement Tool  
The Global-Mindedness Scale (GMS) developed by Hett (1993) defines global-
mindedness as “a worldview in which one sees oneself as connected to the world community 
and feels a sense of responsibility for its members and reflects this commitment through 
demonstrated attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors” (p. 143). Through her research and the 
development of an instrument designed to measure the presence of global-mindedness, Hett 
identified five dimensions: cultural pluralism, efficacy, globalcentrism, interconnectedness, and 
responsibility.  
The 39-item survey was comprised of Hett’s (1993) Global-Mindedness Scale (GMS) 
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and nine demographic questions related to the attributes of each principal’s personal and 
professional experiences.  
The researcher employed a five point Likert-type scale, with 1 representing strongly 
disagree and 5 representing strongly agree, to measure the dimensions of global-mindedness as 
well as the total global-mindedness score (see Appendix D). The GMS (items 1-30) contained 
nine reversed items that required a recoding of values to provide orientation of the same 
direction. The process for recoding was conducted using SAS® programming logic.  
Table 3 depicts the key variables used in the data analysis. These variables were 
obtained from the survey instruments and linked to school characteristics obtained from the 
North Carolina Department of Public Instruction. The table contains the type of variable (i.e. 
independent, dependent, confounder or effect modifier) as well as the description and range of 
potential values for each.  
 
Table 3. Data Description 
Variables Type Description 
Global-Mindedness 
GM Total 
 
Independent 
 
Range: 30 - 150 
 
GM Responsibility 
 
Independent 
 
Range: 7 - 35 
 
GM Cultural Pluralism 
 
Independent 
 
Range: 8 - 40 
 
GM Efficacy 
 
Independent 
 
Range: 5 - 25 
 
GM Globalcentrism 
 
Independent 
 
Range: 5 - 25 
 
GM Interconnectedness 
 
Independent 
 
Range: 5 - 25 
 
Student Achievement  
  
ACT Composite Score  Dependent Range: 1 - 36 
 
EOC Composite Score 
 
Dependent 
 
Range: 0 - 100% 
 
School Graduation Rate 
 
Dependent 
 
Range: 0 - 100% 
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Variables Type Description 
 
School Characteristics 
  
School Locale Potential confounder or 
effect modifier 
11 City: Large 
12 City: Midsize 
13 City: Small 
21 Suburb: Large 
22 Suburb: Midsize 
23 Suburb: Small 
31 Town: Fringe 
32 Town: Distant 
33 Town: Remote 
41 Rural: Fringe 
42 Rural: Distant 
43 Rural: Remote 
 
Free and Reduced Price 
Lunch 
 
Potential confounder or 
effect modifier 
 
Percentage 
 
Student Race/Ethnicity 
 
Potential confounder or 
effect modifier 
 
White, Black, Hispanic, 
American Indian, Asian, 
Pacific Islander, Multi 
 
School Size 
 
Potential confounder or 
effect modifier 
 
Average Daily Membership 
 
 
Principal Background 
  
Gender Potential confounder or 
effect modifier 
1= M; 2= F 
 
Race/Ethnicity 
 
Potential confounder or 
effect modifier 
 
White, Black, Hispanic, 
American Indian, Asian, 
Pacific Islander, Multi 
 
Country of Birth 
 
Potential confounder or 
effect modifier 
 
 
1= USA; 2= Other 
Travel outside country of 
birth 
Potential confounder or 
effect modifier 
0= No; 1= Yes 
 
Time Outside Country of 
Birth 
 
Potential confounder or 
effect modifier 
 
0= No international 
experience 
1= 1 - 30 days 
2= 31 - 60 days 
3= 61 - 90 days 
4= 91 days - 180 days 
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Variables Type Description 
5= 181 - 365 days 
6= up to 2 years 
7= more than 2 years 
 
Languages Spoken 
 
Potential confounder or 
effect modifier 
 
1= Fluent in 1 language 
2= Fluent in 2 languages 
3= Fluent in 3 or more 
languages 
 
Years of Experience as a 
Principal at Current School 
 
Potential confounder or 
effect modifier 
 
Range: 0 - 40 (approximate) 
 
Years of Experience as a 
Principal 
 
Potential confounder or 
effect modifier 
 
Range: 0 - 40 (approximate) 
 
Years of Experience as an 
Educator 
 
Potential confounder or 
effect modifier 
 
Range: 0 - 60 (approximate) 
 
North Carolina School Demographics  
Table 4 contains a description of all North Carolina high schools as obtained from the 
North Carolina Department of Public Instruction with a side-by-side comparison of the school 
characteristics associated with the principals who responded to the survey. More than half of all 
North Carolina schools (56.4%) are located in rural areas, and the majority of respondents 
(70.3%) also represent rural schools. Similarities in school characteristics from responding 
principals compared to the state are seen in percentage of students receiving free and reduced 
price lunches (19% and 21%) and in those students classified as minority or non-White (41% 
and 45%).  
The average school size, as measured by average daily membership, is 752 in the sub-set 
of schools represented by responding principals compared to approximately 100 more students 
per school in all North Carolina schools (mean 864). More than half of principals are male (63% 
and 64%) in both the responding groups and in all public high schools. The average ACT 
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composite scores, EOC composite scores, and graduation rates are very similar between all 
North Carolina schools and those in which the principal participated in the survey. The average 
ACT composite score is slightly more than 18 (18.2 and 18.3), the average EOC composite 
score is approximately 42 (42.3 and 42.0), and the graduation rate is 87% in both groups. 
 
Table 4. Profile of NC High Schools and of Respondents 
 
 
 
Variable 
NC High Schools NC High Schools which responded (n=101) 
Frequency 
(%) Mean (SD) 
Frequency 
(%) Mean (SD) 
School Locale 
City: Large 
City: Midsize 
City: Small 
Suburb: Large 
Suburb: Midsize 
Suburb: Small 
Town: Fringe 
Town: Distant 
Town: Remote 
Rural: Fringe 
Rural: Distant 
Rural: Remote 
 
53 (11.0) 
67 (13.9) 
18 (3.7) 
3 (0.6) 
33 (6.9) 
0 (0.0) 
7 (1.5) 
26 (5.4) 
3 (0.6) 
137 (28.4) 
111 (23.0) 
24 (5.0) 
  
6 (5.9) 
7 (6.9) 
3 (3.0) 
0 (0.0) 
6 (5.9) 
0 (0.0) 
4 (4.0) 
4 (4.0) 
0 (0.0) 
30 (29.7) 
34 (33.7) 
7 (6.9) 
 
 
Free and Reduced Price 
Lunch (%) 
  
48.3 (20.66) 
  
48.4 (18.81) 
 
Student Race/Ethnicity (%) 
Non-White 
White 
  
 
45.4 
54.6 
  
 
41.3 
58.7 
 
School size (ADM) 
  
864 (579) 
  
752.4 
(534.83) 
 
Number of Teachers 
  
56.2 (34.18) 
  
50.5 (33.73) 
 
Principal Gender 
Male 
Female 
 
 
299 (64.2) 
167 (35.8) 
  
 
64 (63.4) 
37 (36.6) 
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Variable 
NC High Schools NC High Schools which responded (n=101) 
Frequency 
(%) Mean (SD) 
Frequency 
(%) Mean (SD) 
ACT Composite 18.3 (2.23) 18.2 (1.84) 
 
EOC Composite (%) 
  
42.3 (16.45) 
  
42.0 (14.54) 
 
Graduation Rate (%) 
  
87.2 (0.08) 
  
87.3 (0.07) 	  
Response Rate 
The electronic survey used to measure the presence of the dimensions of global- 
mindedness and collect information on demographic variables among North Carolina high 
school principals was disseminated to 482 principals. According to Qualtrics survey 
management, 15 total emails were undeliverable, resulting in a total of 467 prospective 
participants. Of the 467 principals who received an invitation to participate in the survey, 
responses were received from 101, with 5 principals opting out on the initial invitation. This 
resulted in a response rate of 22%. Exploration of the response status showed no statistically 
significant differences in response rates by principal’s gender, the number of teachers in the 
school, the percentage of students receiving free and reduced price lunch, graduation rate, ACT 
composite score, or EOC composite score. However, responders tended to be principals of 
schools with lower average daily membership (752.4 vs. 893.8, p=0.0312). 
Population and Demographic Analysis 
The dataset used in this study was derived from the 101 North Carolina high school 
principals who provided responses to the (a) The Global-Mindedness Scale (GMS), and (b) 
Principal Background Questionnaire. Table 5 includes demographic information from this 
sample.  	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Table 5. Descriptive Statistics for NC High School Principals Responding to Survey (n=101)  
Variable Frequency (%) Mean (SD) 
Gender 
Male 
Female 
 
64 (63.4) 
37 (36.6) 
 
 
Age (years) 
  
45.5 (8.1) 
 
Race/Ethnicity 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 
American Indian 
Asian 
Pacific Islander 
Multi-response 
Not Answered 
 
 
79 (78.2) 
14 (13.9) 
0 (0.0) 
1 (1.0) 
0 (0.0) 
0 (0.0) 
1 (1.0) 
6 (5.9) 
 
 
Country of Birth 
USA 
Other (Canada) 
Not Answered 
 
 
94 (93.1) 
2 (2.0) 
5 (5.0) 
 
 
Travel Outside Country of 
Birth 
No 
Yes 
Not Answered 
 
 
 
17 (16.8) 
64 (63.4) 
20 (19.8) 
 
 
Time Out of Country of  
Birth 
None 
1 – 30 days 
31 – 60 days 
61 – 90 days 
91 – 180 days 
181 – 365 days 
366 days – 2 years 
>2 years 
 
 
 
17 (16.8) 
69 (68.3) 
4 (4.0) 
4 (4.0) 
3 (3.0) 
1 (1.0) 
1 (1.0) 
2 (2.0) 
 
 
144.6 (1171.2) 
 
 
 
Fluent Languages 
1 language 
2 languages 
3+ languages 
 
 
95 (94) 
6 (5.9) 
0 (0.0) 
 
	   119 
Variable Frequency (%) Mean (SD) 
 
Years in Current Position 
1 or fewer 
>1 to 2 
>2 to 3 
>3 to 4 
>4 to 5 
>5 to 10 
>10 
Not answered 
 
 
15 (14.9) 
24 (23.8) 
7 (6.9) 
14 (13.9) 
9 (8.9) 
9 (8.9) 
4 (4.0) 
19 (18.8) 
 
3.6 (2.93) 
 
Years as Principal 
1 or less 
>1 to 2 
>2 to 3 
>3 to 4 
>4 to 5 
>5 to 10 
>10 
Not answered 
 
 
2 (2.0) 
5 (5.0) 
2 (2.0) 
4 (4.0) 
8 (7.9) 
24 (23.8) 
34 (33.7) 
22 (21.8) 
 
10.3 (6.36) 
 
Years in Education 
1 or less 
>1 to 2 
>2 to 3 
>3 to 4 
>4 to 5 
>5 to 10 
>10 to 15 
>15 to 20 
>20 
Not answered 
 
 
0 (0.0) 
0 (0.0) 
3 (3.0) 
0 (0.0) 
0 (0.0) 
6 (5.9) 
11 (10.9) 
21 (20.8) 
38 (37.6) 
22 (21.8) 
 
20.7 (8.32) 
 
 
Data from continuous responses were subsequently re-coded into the specified 
categories. For example, respondents were asked to record their number of years of experience 
in their current position, and these values were subsequently re-coded into intervals of less than 
one year, more than one year to two years, etc. Principals who did not provide an answer to the 
number of days spent out of the country were assigned the median value. This method of 
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imputation was compared to results whereby the missing data was not used in the analysis. 
When comparing the two methods, there was no discernable difference; therefore, the 
researcher chose imputation as the method in all subsequent analyses. 
Survey respondents were more likely to be male, representing slightly more than half of 
the sample (63.4%). The majority of respondents were White (78%), with almost 14% 
identifying as African-American; only two principals indicated their race and ethnicity as 
another category. While more than 90% of principals indicated they were born in the USA, a 
majority (63%) reported having traveled internationally. However, when asked to identify the 
number of days they had spent in other countries, only 46 principals responded, yielding an 
average of 143 days spent outside the country of birth. A few respondents indicated they had 
spent more than 1 year outside their country of birth (n=3). Six principals indicated being fluent 
in more than one language. When assessing the number of years of experience, 15 percent 
indicated they had been in their current position for less than one year. However, only two 
principals listed their total number of years as a principal or assistant principal as one year or 
less. All principals who answered the question regarding their total number of years in 
educational position tended to indicate a longer educational career, with more than one-third 
having 20 or more years of experience.	  
Research Questions  
To address the three primary research questions that guided this study, a series of 
analyses were conducted. The first question was addressed through three types of analyses: 
quantitative analysis, qualitative analysis that consisted of two questions, and a combination of 
qualitative and quantitative methods (mixed methods).   
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Research question 1. The first question was addressed through a characterization of the 
response scores to the survey. Univariate data were summarized and presented in aggregate 
form as illustrated in Table 6, as well as graphically in Figure 9. Although 101 responses were 
received, 12 principals submitted partial answers to the GMS, decreasing the sample size to 89. 
Listwise deletion was the method chosen to deal with missing data due to the number of 
variables and outcome measures that this research study employed. In order to obtain a total 
GMS score, all 30 questions on the GMS were vital for the respondent to answer. Additionally, 
in order to obtain an accurate global-mindedness dimension score, all questions relating to that 
dimension had to be answered in order for the results to be valid. 
As shown in Table 8 and Figure 9, the range of scores computed for the total global-
mindedness score was from 85 to 140, with a mean score of 110.50 with a standard deviation of 
12.66. 	  
 	  
Table 6. Total Global-Mindedness Scores Among NC High School Principals 
n Range Mean (SD) Median Mode 
89 85 – 140 110.5 
(12.66) 
109.0 101.0 
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Figure 9: Total Global-Mindedness Scores Among NC High School Principals 
 
The normality of the total GMS was confirmed with the use of Shapiro-Wilk test 
(W=0.98, p<0.1967), thereby permitting the use of parametric methods in subsequent analyses.  
These scores were similar to other studies employing the GMS. Smith (2008) studied 
North Carolina extension agents in the Cooperative Extension Service (n=292) and found the 
mean score to be 108.02. Kehl and Morris (2008) studied three different groups of study abroad 
students at the university level. They found the “intending to study abroad” group had a mean 
score of 114.07 with a standard deviation of 10.78; the “short term study abroad” group had a 
mean score of 112.57 with a standard deviation of 13.05; and the “semester-long study abroad” 
group had a mean of 118.50 with a standard deviation of 12.13. 	  
 Research questions 1(a) and (b). These two open-ended questions addressed what 
principals had done in their schools to support global-mindedness and how these actions had 
influenced their global viewpoints (i.e. global awareness). The responses were coded to identify 
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frequency and reported per item. In adherence to the ethics of social science regarding 
anonymity, pseudonyms were used to refer to respondents in this study. 
 Coding procedures and data analysis. Saldana (2009) defines a code in qualitative 
research as “a word or short phrase that symbolically assigns a summative, salient, essence-
capturing, and/or evocative attribute for a portion of language-based or visual data” (p. 3). As 
discussed in Chapter Three, this study incorporated Saldana’s method of coding into the 
research when phrases and sections of the data were identified and labeled. 
Coding and recoding the data helped to identify patterns. From these coding sheets, the 
data were re-categorized and counted as frequencies according to the predetermined themes as 
derived from the Future-Ready Students: Goals for the 21st Century document. These themes 
were not part of the coding terms themselves (Saldana, 2009), but followed the qualitative 
analysis as set forth in Chapter Three.	  
The participants’ responses to the survey questions provided descriptions and 
perceptions of their leadership in global awareness paradigm shift. During the analysis phase, 
the coding allowed identification of words, phrases, and thoughts that were similar and different 
among the participants. These participants’ answers were grouped according to the following 
five categories: (1) Student Preparation; (2) Teacher Preparation; (3) Supportive Learning 
Environments; (4) Collaboration with Other Stakeholders; and, (5) Resources. Table 7 shows 
the definitions for each theme. 
 
Table 7. Emergent Themes and Definitions 
Theme Common Words/ 
Phrases 
Definition 
Student 
Preparation 
Student understanding; 
skills; globally 
competitive; global 
Ensuring all students are well prepared to 
collaborate and compete with their peers in 
the United States and abroad through the use 
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Theme Common Words/ 
Phrases 
Definition 
citizenship; growth; 
opportunities; 
curriculum; real-world 
application 
of a rigorous curriculum with a global focus, 
assessments that measure learning and skills, 
and varied opportunities that lead to a global 
awareness. 
 
Teacher 
Preparation 
 
Professional 
development; training; 
promote global 
awareness; hiring; 
accountable; 
evaluations; 
model/modeling 
 
Preparing teachers with the necessary skills 
and knowledge to help students be successful 
in the 21st century using professional 
development, student data, and teacher 
evaluations/observations. 
 
Supportive 
Learning 
Environments 
 
School culture; shared 
vision; conversation; 
foster growth; character 
education; cultural 
awareness 
 
Fostering a school culture in which students 
feel safe, relaxed, and willing to take risks, 
through the development of character 
education, and community/global awareness 
and involvement. 
 
Collaboration 
with Other 
Stakeholders 
 
Community service; 
collaborate; broaden 
knowledge/understandin
g; partnerships 
 
Working in partnerships with others (parents, 
businesses, other schools) to promote the 
culture that supports student success in the 
21st century.  
 
Resources 
 
Tools; support; 
technology  
 
Ensuring that students and educators have 
the tools (technological, financial) necessary 
to support student learning in the 21st century 
classroom. 
 
The researcher coded the open-ended responses looking for key terms or phrases in the 
responses. A comparison of the multiple methods and evaluations identified the frequently 
repeated responses. Using a spreadsheet function, the researcher then created a formula to 
generate the number of respondents that exemplified the common themes for each item. 
	   125 
Question 1(a) findings. The first open-ended item examined how principals view their 
role in promoting global awareness. This open-ended item received 57 responses. Of those 
responses, 58% included Teacher Preparation as part of their response (Table 10). Other 
responses with at least 30% of the respondents including the theme were Student Preparation 
(39%) and Supportive Learning Environment (33%). 	  
Table 8. Frequency of Responses to Question 1A (n=57) 
Theme Frequency (%) 
Student Preparation 22 (39.0) 
Teacher Preparation 33 (58.0) 
Supportive Learning Environments 19 (33.0) 
Collaboration with Other Stakeholders 7 (12.0) 
Resources 5 (9.0) 
 
As stated in previous chapters, principals in North Carolina are expected to lead schools 
in preparing students for the 21st century. Therefore, it was crucial to ask them to summarize 
what preparing students for the 21st century meant, and how specifically they viewed their roles 
in promoting this global awareness shift, in order to study the relationship between global-
mindedness and student achievement.  
Theme 1: Student preparation. In thinking about preparing students for a successful life 
in the 21st century, many principals mentioned the need to provide opportunities that directly 
helped in this preparation. Opportunities were described as being collaborative in nature, with 
real-world application. Linda, a principal of a small, rural high school, stated, 
I see myself as a continuous learner and I am learning how to be a more responsible 
global citizen. In my school, I try to create opportunities for dialogue among students 
and staff, bring in guest speakers, allow students exploratory experiences, and have 
students connect with their peers from around the globe using technology in the 
	   126 
classroom.  
Theme 2: Teacher preparation. While some principals captured the essence of global 
awareness in terms of how they may better prepare the students they served, others defined it in 
a similar, yet significantly different way. They spoke of providing teachers with a global 
perspective, global awareness, cultural awareness, or just generally, a better understanding of 
others. Specifically, the term “modeling” or “being a model” for teachers was used as a way to 
help steer a school in a globally aware direction. Principal Bonnie, an experienced educator with 
over 15 years of service, explained by writing, “As the instructional leader of the school, it is 
important that I model a global awareness and provide opportunities for faculty to be trained 
and exposed to diverse populations.” 
Another commonality within the theme of Teacher Preparation in this global awareness 
shift was the use of the teacher evaluation as a means to measure and hold teachers accountable. 
Charles, a principal in a midsized suburban school, wrote, “Through teacher evaluations, [I] 
make sure teachers are engaging students in learning how to be globally-aware citizens; it is 
part of the teaching standards. From this perspective, my role is holding teachers accountable 
for this.” 
Theme 3: Supportive learning environments. Creating an encouraging school culture 
where 21st century learning integrated with global awareness was mentioned by a 33% of 
responding principals. Being able to foster such an environment was echoed in an urban 
principal’s answer: “I see the principal as being responsible for developing a culture within the 
school that promotes understanding and affirmation of different cultures that are represented 
within the school community and the community at large.” 
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Other principals made statements related to school culture in the way of creating a 
school where it is important to promote awareness. Interestingly, another principal from a 
racially diverse, urban high school wrote, “Awareness is a daily issue. Being aware of the world 
around you and what is occurring in the world creates a natural nexus to the content being 
taught.” 
Theme 4: Collaboration with other stakeholders. In order to best support a global 
awareness shift in the school, several principals saw the opportunity to enlist the help of others 
in the school, community, and world. Natasha, a principal at a small, rural school, mentioned 
this strategic vision when she wrote,  
I see myself as a continuous learner and I am learning how to be a more responsible 
global citizen. In my school, I try to create opportunities for dialogue among students 
and staff, bring in guest speakers, allow students exploratory experiences, and have 
students connect with their peers from around the globe using technology in the 
classroom. I have to place value upon cultivating global citizenship, so that “global-
mindedness” becomes a cultural norm within the school community.   
Theme 5: Resources. In thinking about the successful preparation of students for the 21st 
century, a few principals (9%) thought about the resources that they could provide in their 
schools to teachers and students. These resources included technology, financing, teaching 
materials, and staff development tools. Saundra, a veteran principal from a rural school, put it 
simply: “To support and provide resources and the necessary staff development for my 
teachers.” Echoing Saundra, another veteran educator with over 25 years of experience, stated 
that, “My role is one of support. I am to provide material, instructional-support, and 
encouragement for teaching students to be globally aware.” 
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Question 1(b) findings. The second open-ended item asked what principals have done in 
their schools to support global awareness. More than half (53%) of the respondents included the 
theme of Collaboration with Stakeholders as part of their answer (see Table 9). Other responses 
with at least 30% were Student Preparation (47%) and Teacher Preparation (37%). 
 
Table 9. Frequency of Responses to Question 1B (n=49) 
Theme Frequency (%) 
Student Preparation 23 (47.0) 
Teacher Preparation 18 (37.0) 
Supportive Learning Environments 14 (29.0) 
Collaboration with Other Stakeholders 26 (53.0) 
Resources 8 (16.0) 
 
In order to determine the extent of the relationship between how a principal defined 
global awareness and how they advocated for it, each principal was asked to give specific 
examples of implementation in their respective schools. Forty-nine principals presented a 
number of ways in which they were advocating for global awareness. This question was helpful 
in gaining a better understanding of the lived experience of each principal— particularly in 
regards to how seriously they put forth the effort to promote global awareness in their school. 
Theme 1: Student preparation. Nearly half (47%) of the principals who responded to this 
question included an example that directly linked to helping students in their preparation. 
Commonalities in their answers were: course additions (e.g. language, technology), additional 
service-learning opportunities, and travel possibilities. Robert, a principal from a rural school, 
stated, “I added a technology course to better prepare my students for their place in the future 
economic market.” 
Henrik, a principal in a large magnet high school, with over 12 years of leadership at the 
same school, “created a year long student exchange with a school in China (fourth year) [and] 
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created a three week French exchange for students (second year).” 
Theme 2: Teacher preparation. In thinking about helping teachers deliver a more 
globally-focused instruction, several principals (37%) responded that they had created or made 
accommodations for professional development. Some of these opportunities were on campus 
and delivered to the entire staff, and some were off-campus sessions that teachers could attend. 
It was interesting to note that principals who were geographically closer to larger cities were the 
ones who mentioned sending staff to off-campus professional development. For example, Sam, 
a principal from a mid-size city, wrote, 
I have encouraged my teachers to attend worldview in Chapel Hill for staff 
development. I have encouraged greater cultural awareness via our Spanish classes. I 
have also tried to start a worldview travel class for our students. I have sponsored field 
trips outside of our state. Some of our students have never been out of our county. 
Along the same lines as Sam, Principal Tobias answered, “I have intentionally encouraged and 
mandated that teachers incorporate various perspectives into their instructional delivery and 
presentation. I have set up professional development designed around cultural sensitivity.”	  
Theme 3: Supportive learning environments. Some principals (29%) answered the 
question in a way that pointed towards creating a school culture that fosters the development of 
a globally aware citizen. Many of those answers included things such as the creation of: 
character education courses, an open-dialogue between students and staff, and programs that 
give back to the community in some meaningful way. Johanna, a principal in a suburban 
community, wrote, “We have developed a comprehensive character education program that 
encourages students to get involved within the community at large in order to better understand 
their role within the global economy.” 
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Theme 4: Collaboration with other stakeholders. More so than any other theme, 53% of 
principals wrote about opportunities they have created in collaboration with other stakeholders 
(educators, parents, community members) that promote global awareness. Numerous answers 
included field trips and guest speakers that were designed to further students’ and teachers’ 
understanding of other cultures and countries. In the same way, Principal Pierrinne, a well-
traveled educator, answered this question by writing,  
I have encouraged my teachers to attend worldview in Chapel Hill for staff 
development. I have encouraged greater cultural awareness via our Spanish classes. I 
have also tried to start a worldview travel class for our students. I have sponsored field 
trips outside of our state. Some of our students have never been out of our county. 
In a similar fashion, Principal Chris answered by saying that his school is, “Working with 
exchange programs to bring more students into our rural school.” 
Theme 5: Resources. Similar to the frequency in question 1(a), the theme of Resources 
was only mentioned by a few principals (16%) in this question. Interestingly, they were 
principals in rural schools that had higher populations of free and reduced price lunch and of 
minority students than the state averages. Rob, a principal in one of these schools, said, 
“Approval for projects that help students provide school supplies and other collections for 
foreign countries. I also send materials, articles, and information pertaining to 21st century 
correlations when I come in contact with them.” 
Gwyn, another principal in a rural school, answered by stating, 
I have supported teachers that want to engage in various activities that will support their 
professional development as well as their students. For example, I have supported 
teachers to travel abroad for professional development opportunities, and also supported 
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classrooms to connect with ‘pen pals’ via Skype in a classroom in another country 
(Denmark).   
The data collected for this question also revealed an interesting trend. Principals expressed 
concerns for the ambiguous language used in state documents (e.g. students being prepared to 
be globally competitive, educators having professional development in the interconnectedness 
of the world) and dissatisfaction with a lack of direction and funding given by the North 
Carolina State Board of Education and the NC Department of Instruction. Will, a principal from 
a rural school with a low per pupil expenditure, wrote, “The current economic conditions and 
budget cuts in education have resulted in less participation [by the teachers] in global awareness 
profession development.”  
Several principals acknowledged their challenges in a lack of direction by responding 
that they have “not done anything yet” and are “still waiting for guidance.” The implications 
and recommendations from these responses will be further discussed in Chapter Five.  
Research question 1(c). For this question, the researcher combined frequency totals for 
the two qualitative questions for each respondent (see Table 10 and Figure 10). This gave each 
principal a score between 0-10, with 10 representing the highest level of knowledge and 
implementation of global awareness as outlined by Future-Ready Students: Goals for the 21st 
Century document. The researcher labeled this score as each principal’s “Global Awareness” 
score.  	  
Table 10. Global-Mindedness Scores by Global Awareness Scores (n=60) 
Global 
Awareness 
Score 
 
 
Frequency 
Global-Mindedness Score 
 
Range 
 
Mean (SD) 
1 9 89 – 124 107.3 (11.14) 
2 21 92 – 135 112.6 (12.22) 
3 10 101 – 132 114.5 (8.86) 
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Global 
Awareness 
Score 
 
 
Frequency 
Global-Mindedness Score 
 
Range 
 
Mean (SD) 
4 11 99 – 131 114.4 (12.23) 
5 6 109 – 140 126.2 (11.99) 
6 2 101 – 104 102.5 (2.12) 
7 
8 
9 
10 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
130 – 130 
0 
0 
(Not applicable) 
(Not applicable) 
(Not applicable) 
(Not applicable) 	  
 
Figure 10: Frequency of Global Awareness Scores  
 
The researcher then looked at total GMS levels for each respondent. The GMS scores 
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GMS also scored significantly higher in their global awareness behaviors as represented by their 
global awareness scores. The resulting correlation between the two measures was determined to 
be 0.28, which was statistically significant (p=0.0276).  
 
 
Figure 11: Global-Mindedness Scores Compared to Global Awareness Scores  
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• Ho2: There is no association between the dimension of responsibility in a principal’s 
global-mindedness and the school’s average ACT composite score.  
• Ha2: There is an association between the dimension of responsibility in a principal’s 
global-mindedness and the school’s average ACT composite score.  
• Ho3: There is no association between the dimension of cultural pluralism in a 
principal’s global-mindedness and the school’s average ACT composite score.  
• Ha3: There is an association between the dimension of cultural pluralism in a principal’s 
global-mindedness and the school’s average ACT composite score.  
• Ho4: There is no association between the dimension of efficacy in a principal’s global-
mindedness and the school’s average ACT composite score.  
• Ha4: There is an association between the dimension of efficacy in a principal’s global-
mindedness and the school’s average ACT composite score.  
• Ho5: There is no association between the dimension of globalcentrism in a principal’s 
global-mindedness and the school’s average ACT composite score.  
• Ha5: There is an association between the dimension of globalcentrism in a principal’s 
global-mindedness and the school’s average ACT composite score.  
• Ho6: There is no association between the dimension of interconnectedness in a 
principal’s global-mindedness and the school’s average ACT composite score.  
• Ha6: There is an association between the dimension of interconnectedness in a 
principal’s global-mindedness and the school’s average ACT composite score.  
• Ho7: There is no association between total global-mindedness and the school’s average 
EOC composite score.  
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• Ha7: There is an association between total global-mindedness and the school’s average 
EOC composite score.  
• Ho8: There is no association between the dimension of responsibility in a principal’s 
global-mindedness and the school’s average EOC composite score.  
• Ha8: There is an association between the dimension of responsibility in a principal’s 
global-mindedness and the school’s average EOC composite score.  
• Ho9: There is no association between the dimension of cultural pluralism in a 
principal’s global-mindedness and the school’s average EOC composite score.  
• Ha9: There is an association between the dimension of cultural pluralism in a principal’s 
global-mindedness and the school’s average EOC composite score.  
• Ho10: There is no association between the dimension of efficacy in a principal’s global-
mindedness and the school’s average EOC composite score.  
• Ha10: There is an association between the dimension of efficacy in a principal’s global-
mindedness and the school’s average EOC composite score.  
• Ho11: There is no association between the dimension of globalcentrism in a principal’s 
global-mindedness and the school’s average EOC composite score.  
• Ha11: There is an association between the dimension of globalcentrism in a principal’s 
global-mindedness and the school’s average EOC composite score.  
• Ho12: There is no association between the dimension of interconnectedness in a 
principal’s global-mindedness and the school’s average EOC composite score.  
• Ha12: There is an association between the dimension of interconnectedness in a 
principal’s global-mindedness and the EOC composite score.  
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• Ho13: There is no association between total global-mindedness and the school’s 
graduation rate.  
• Ha13: There is an association between total global-mindedness and the school’s 
graduation rate.  
• Ho14: There is no association between the dimension of responsibility in a principal’s 
global-mindedness and the school’s graduation rate.  
• Ha14: There is an association between the dimension of responsibility in a principal’s 
global-mindedness and the school’s graduation rate.  
• Ho15: There is no association between the dimension of cultural pluralism in a 
principal’s global-mindedness and the school’s graduation rate.  
• Ha15: There is an association between the dimension of cultural pluralism in a 
principal’s global-mindedness and the school’s graduation rate.  
• Ho16: There is no association between the dimension of efficacy in a principal’s global-
mindedness and the school’s graduation rate.  
• Ha16: There is an association between the dimension of efficacy in a principal’s global-
mindedness and the school’s graduation rate.  
• Ho17: There is no association between the dimension of globalcentrism in a principal’s 
global-mindedness and the school’s graduation rate.  
• Ha17: There is an association between the dimension of globalcentrism in a principal’s 
global-mindedness and the school’s graduation rate.  
• Ho18: There is no association between the dimension of interconnectedness in a 
principal’s global-mindedness and the school’s graduation rate.  
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• Ha18: There is an association between the dimension of interconnectedness in a 
principal’s global-mindedness and the school’s graduation rate. 
 
Data exploration for this second research question was addressed through a series of 
bivariate analyses. Correlations (r) were computed to assess the strength of the association 
between the total global-mindedness scores (GMS) and each dimension with the outcome 
variables measuring student achievement. The correlational analysis was limited to those 
principals who were in current position for 2 or more years at the time of the survey. Both the 
parametric (Pearson’s r) and non-parametric (Spearman’s) were computed, but since there was 
no substantive change in the significance levels, only Pearson’s correlation coefficients are 
presented in Table 11.  
 
Table 11. Association between Global-Mindedness and Student Achievement (n=59)  
 ACT Composite EOC Composite Graduation Rate 
Total GMS r=0.09 
p=0.5198 
r=0.13 
p=0.3264 
r=0.03 
p=0.8299 
 
Responsibility 
 
r=0.07 
p=0.6223 
 
r=0.06 
p=0.6559 
 
r=-0.06 
p=0.6562 
 
Cultural Pluralism 
 
r=0.04 
p=0.7474 
 
r=0.11 
p=0.3880 
 
r=0.01 
p=0.9421 
 
Efficacy 
 
r=0.06 
p=0.6774 
 
r=0.09 
p=0.4824 
 
r=0.13 
p=0.3314 
 
Globalcentrism 
 
r=0.08 
p=0.5370 
 
r=0.10 
p=0.4714 
 
r=0.09 
p=0.4902 
 
Interconnectedness 
 
r=0.13 
p=0.3403 
 
r=0.20 
p=0.1295 
 
r=-0.03 
p=0.8030 
 
Among principals who reported being in their current position for at least 2 years, there 
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were no statistically significant relationships identified between student achievement and the 
principals’ global-mindedness as computed from the GMS. Additional correlations were 
computed, controlling for the effects of: (1) years in the current principal position, (2) years in a 
leadership position, and (3) total number of years in education. None of these partial correlation 
coefficients reached statistical significance.  
Research question 3. This research question involved a three-pronged approach based 
upon factors identified in the literature as potentially important. The three parts were: (a) 
identification of significant bivariate relationships between the independent variable (GMS) and 
other factors; (b) identification of significant bivariate relationships between the dependent 
variables (ACT scores, EOC scores, and graduation rates) and other factors; and (c) 
development of regression models to assess the association of GMS on outcomes in a 
multivariable setting. The third part (development of multi-variable regression models) was 
based on the results obtained in Question 3(a) and Question 3(b). The variables considered for 
these analyses were:  
o School location (LOCALE),  
o Percent of students receiving free and reduced price lunch (FRL)  
o Student race/ethnicity (ETHNIC)  
o School size- as reported by average daily membership (ADM)  
o Principal’s gender 
o Principal’s race/ethnicity 
o Principal’s country of birth 
o Principal’s travel and time outside of country of birth 
o Principal’s number of fluent languages spoken 
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o Principal’s  years of experience as a principal at current school 
o Principal’s years of experience as a principal 
o Principal’s years of experience as an educator 
The results of analyses for Question 3(a) are shown in Tables 12 and 13, and the results 
for Question 3(b) are shown in Tables 14 through 18. The p-values in the Tables 12 through 18 
were derived from various statistical tests. Differences in scores by categories (gender, 
race/ethnicity, birth country, travel outside birth country, etc.) were assessed by parametric t-
tests for dichotomous groups (e.g., pooled t-tests or Wilcoxon Signed Rank), and analysis of 
variance methods were used for categories of more than two groups. Associations between two 
continuous types of variables were assessed by Pearson’s coefficients. 
 
Table 12. Association of Total Global-Mindedness Scores Among NC High School Principals 
with School Characteristics 
 Association with 
GMS  
p-value* 
School Locale F=0.34 0.9472 
 
Percent of Students Receiving Free and 
Reduced Price Lunch 
r=-0.14 0.3054 
 
Percent Minority Students r=0.20 0.1200 
 
School Size- Average Daily Membership r=-0.21 0.1115 
Note. The percentage of minority students was derived from the number of non-White students. 
* Statistics and p-values calculated from Analysis of Variance or Pearson’s correlations  
 
None of the variables examined in Table 12 demonstrated a relationship with the 
principal’s GMS. However, a negative trend was detected between GMS and school size when 
non-parametric methods were used (r=-0.24, p=0.06), indicating principals with a higher GMS 
tended to be located in smaller schools. 
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Table 13. Association of Total Global-Mindedness Scores Among NC High School Principals 
with Principal Characteristics 
Characteristic n Range Mean (SD) Median p-value 
Gender 
Men 
Women 
 
38 
21 
 
85 – 140 
105 – 133 
 
106.6 (13.90) 
118.5 (9.37) 
 
102.0 
117.0 
 
0.0009 
 
Race/Ethnicity 
White 
Non-White 
 
 
51 
7 
 
 
85 – 140 
110 – 135 
 
 
108.9 (13.16) 
125.0 (9.78) 
 
 
105.0 
131.0 
 
 
0.0029 
 
Country of Birth 
USA 
Other 
 
 
56 
2 
 
 
85 – 140 
99 – 119 
 
 
110.9 (13.90) 
109.0 (14.14) 
 
 
109.0 
109.0 
 
 
0.8506 
 
Travel Outside Country of Birth 
No 
Yes 
 
 
10 
38 
 
 
85 – 140 
89 – 135 
 
 
108.2 (17.03) 
113.7 (13.07) 
 
 
102.0 
115.0 
 
 
0.2738 
 
Time Out of Country of Birth 
None 
1 – 30 days 
>30 days 
 
 
10 
37 
12 
 
 
85 – 140 
87 – 134 
99 – 135 
 
 
108.2 (17.03) 
108.7 (12.45) 
119.7 (11.52) 
 
 
102.0 
106.0 
121.0 
 
 
0.0403 
 
Fluent Languages 
1 language 
2 languages 
 
 
56 
3 
 
 
85 – 140 
115 – 133 
 
 
110.1 (13.52) 
124.7 (9.07) 
 
 
108.0 
126.0 
 
 
0.0718 
 
Years in Current Position 
2 to 5 
>5 
 
 
47 
12 
 
 
87 – 140 
85 – 135 
 
 
110.4 (13.40) 
112.4 (15.16) 
 
 
107.0 
115.0 
 
 
0.6597 
 
Years as Principal or Assistant 
Principal 
2 – 4 
5 – 9 
10 – 14 
15+ 
 
 
 
8 
17 
19 
10 
 
 
 
93 – 135 
89 – 140 
85 – 133 
94 – 133 
 
 
 
112.8 (15.33) 
108.3 (14.74) 
111.9 (14.51) 
112.9 (11.47) 
 
 
 
111.5 
104.0 
115.0 
114.5 
 
 
 
0.8036 
 
Years in Education 
2 – 10 
11 – 20 
21+ 
 
 
6 
25 
25 
 
 
93 – 134 
85 – 133 
94 – 140 
 
 
111.3 (17.44) 
107.2 (13.68) 
115.2 (12.19) 
 
 
106.0 
105.0 
115.0 
 
 
0.1193 
Note. p-values calculated from Analysis of Variance or pooled t-tests 
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Statistically significant associations with GMS scores were principal’s gender, 
principal’s ethnicity, and time spent out of the country of birth. Higher GMS scores were seen 
in women, non-White principals, and those who spent more than 30 days traveling outside their 
country of birth. A few other relationships did not meet the a priori definition of statistical 
significance, but yielded results that were considered to be trending towards significance. These 
included being fluent in more than one language and having more years of experience as an 
educator. 
 Tables 14 through 18 contain the results of bivariate analyses with each student 
achievement outcome.  	  
Table 14. Association of Student Achievement with School Characteristics 
 Association with 
Composite ACT 
Association with 
Composite EOC 
Association with 
Graduation Rate 
School Locale F=0.77  p=0.6295 
F=1.16 
p=0.3399 
F=0.76  
p=0.6374 
Percent of Students Receiving Free 
and Reduced Price Lunch 
r=-0.48 
p=0.0001 
r=-0.40 
p=0.0016 
r=-0.30 
p=0.0250 
Percent Minority Students r=-0.45  p=0.0003 
r=-0.44  
p=0.0004 
r=-0.33  
p=0.0132 
School Size- Average Daily 
Membership 
r=-0.09 
p=0.4742 
r=-0.19 
p=0.1448 
r=-0.36 
p=0.0062 
Note. Statistics and p-values calculated from Analysis of Variance or Pearson’s correlation 
 
The percent of students receiving free and reduced price lunch and the percent of 
minority students were each negatively associated with the dependent variables: composite 
ACT scores, composite EOC scores, and graduation rates. As the percentage of students 
receiving free and reduced price lunch increased, the student achievement measures decreased. 
Likewise, as the percentage of minority students increased, the student achievement measures 
decreased. School size was inversely related with graduation rates, meaning that smaller schools 
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had higher graduation rates. On the other hand, school locale was not related with any of the 
three outcome measures. Additional analyses were conducted to explore this finding. Due to the 
limited number of responses in some categories, locale was defined in two ways: (1) codes were 
combined to categorize the locale into city, suburban, town, or rural settings; and (2) codes 
further combined to create rural and non-rural categories. Results from these categorizations are 
shown in Table 15.  
 
Table 15. Student Achievement by School Locale 
 
 
 
 
ACT Composite 
Score 
EOC Composite 
Score 
Graduation Rate 
Characteristic n Mean (SD) p-value Mean (SD) p-value Mean (SD) p-value 
Locale 
City 
Suburban 
Town 
Rural 
 
7 
3 
4 
45 
 
17.6 (1.60) 
19.8 (1.47) 
17.9 (1.47) 
17.8 (1.73) 
 
0.2709 
 
36.9 (14.10) 
55.6 (13.92) 
39.7 (20.93) 
39.2 (13.40) 
 
0.2534 
 
85.8 (5.08) 
92.4 (5.83) 
83.8 (8.40) 
8.8 (6.32) 
 
0.3405 
 
Rural 
No 
Yes 
 
 
14 
45 
 
 
18.2 (1.68) 
17.8 (1.73) 
 
 
0.5357 
 
 
41.7 (16.79) 
39.2 (14.25) 
 
 
0.5687 
 
 
86.7 (6.63) 
86.8 (6.32) 
 
 
0.9245 
Note. p-values calculated from Analysis of Variance or pooled t-test 	  
	  As shown in Table 16, the only relationship with composite ACT scores was principal’s 
race. Students’ composite ACT scores were higher in schools with a White principal (p=0.05). 
None of the other factors demonstrated a relationship with student achievement as measured by 
composite ACT scores.	  
 
Table 16. Association of Student Achievement (ACT) with Principal Characteristics 
Principal  
Characteristic 
 
n 
ACT Composite Scores  
p-value Range Mean (SD) Median 
Gender 
Men 
Women 
 
38 
21 
 
15.6 – 21.5 
13.5 – 23.7 
 
17.9 (1.26) 
17.9 (2.36) 
 
18.0 
17.5 
 
0.9850 
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Principal  
Characteristic 
 
n 
ACT Composite Scores  
p-value Range Mean (SD) Median 
Race/Ethnicity 
White 
Non-White 
 
51 
7 
 
15.2 – 23.7 
13.5 – 19.1 
 
18.1 (1.62) 
16.7 (2.12) 
 
17.9 
16.0 
 
0.0523 
 
Country of Birth 
USA 
Other 
 
 
56 
2 
 
 
13.5 – 23.7 
16.1 – 17.8 
 
 
17.9 (1.74) 
17.0 (1.20) 
 
 
18.0 
17.0 
 
 
0.4346 
 
Travel Outside Country of 
Birth 
No 
Yes 
 
 
10 
38 
 
 
13.5 – 21.5 
15.2 – 23.7 
 
 
18.0 (1.99) 
17.9 (1.80) 
 
 
18.1 
17.9 
 
 
0.9520 
 
Time Out of Country of 
Birth 
None 
1 – 30 days 
>30 days 
 
 
 
10 
37 
12 
 
 
 
13.5 – 21.5 
15.4 – 23.7 
15.2 – 21.0 
 
 
 
18.0 (1.99) 
18.0 (1.66) 
17.5 (1.73) 
 
 
 
18.1 
18.0 
17.1 
 
 
 
0.7020 
 
Fluent Languages 
1 language 
2 languages 
 
 
56 
3 
 
 
13.5 – 23.7 
17.5 – 21.0 
 
 
17.9 (1.71) 
18.9 (1.83) 
 
 
17.9 
18.3 
 
 
0.2904 
 
Years in Current Position 
2 to 5 
>5 
 
 
47 
12 
 
 
13.5 – 23.7 
15.2 – 19.9 
 
 
17.9 (1.80) 
18.1 (1.35) 
 
 
17.8 
18.4 
 
 
0.7485 
 
Years as Principal or 
Assistant Principal 
2 – 4 
5 – 9 
10 – 14 
15+ 
 
 
 
8 
17 
19 
10 
 
 
 
15.4 – 23.7 
15.6 – 21.5 
13.5 – 21.0 
15.2 – 19.9 
 
 
 
18.5 (2.36) 
18.0 (1.63) 
17.7 (1.77) 
17.7 (1.54) 
 
 
 
18.2 
17.3 
17.8 
18.4 
 
 
 
0.7599 
 
Years in Education 
2 – 10 
11 – 20 
21+ 
 
 
6 
25 
25 
 
 
15.4 – 23.7 
15.6 – 21.0 
13.5 – 21.5 
 
 
18.4 (2.78) 
18.0 (1.51) 
17.7 (1.69) 
 
 
18.2 
17.8 
17.5 
 
 
0.6014 
Note. p-values calculated from Analysis of Variance or pooled t-test 
 
As shown in Table 17, none of the factors considered were found to have a statistically 
significant or trending association with composite EOC scores. 	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Table 17. Association of Student Achievement (EOC) with Principal Characteristics  
Principal 
Characteristic 
 
n 
EOC Composite Scores  
p-value Range Mean (SD) Median 
Gender 
Men 
Women 
 
38 
21 
 
0.21 – 0.69 
0.13 – 0.81 
 
0.39 (0.11) 
0.41 (0.19) 
 
0.38 
0.38 
 
0.5806 
 
Race/Ethnicity 
White 
Non-White 
 
 
51 
7 
 
 
0.13 – 0.81 
0.16 – 0.67 
 
 
0.40 (0.14) 
0.36 (0.18) 
 
 
0.38 
0.33 
 
 
0.4381 
 
Country of Birth 
USA 
Other 
 
 
56 
2 
 
 
0.13 – 0.81 
0.23 – 0.34 
 
 
0.40 (0.14) 
0.29 (0.08) 
 
 
0.39 
0.29 
 
 
0.2612 
 
Travel Outside Country of 
Birth 
No 
Yes 
 
 
10 
38 
 
 
0.16 – 0.60 
0.13 – 0.81 
 
 
0.40 (0.13) 
0.40 (0.15) 
 
 
0.43 
0.37 
 
 
0.9914 
 
Time Out of Country of 
Birth 
None 
1 – 30 days 
>30 days 
 
 
 
10 
37 
12 
 
 
 
0.16 – 0.60 
0.13 – 0.81 
0.16 – 0.60 
 
 
 
0.40 (0.13) 
0.41 (0.15) 
0.37 (0.12) 
 
 
 
0.43 
0.38 
0.36 
 
 
 
0.7164 
 
Fluent Languages 
1 language 
2 languages 
 
 
56 
3 
 
 
0.12 – 0.81 
0.36 – 0.60 
 
 
0.39 (0.14) 
0.46 (0.12) 
 
 
0.38 
0.41 
 
 
0.4478 
 
Years in Current Position 
2 to 5 
>5 
 
 
47 
12 
 
 
0.13 – 0.81 
0.16 – 0.71 
 
 
0.39 (0.14) 
0.43 (0.16) 
 
 
0.37 
0.44 
 
 
0.3346 
 
Years as Principal or 
Assistant Principal 
2 – 4 
5 – 9 
10 – 14 
15+ 
 
 
 
8 
17 
19 
10 
 
 
 
0.28 – 0.81 
0.13 – 0.69 
0.16 – 0.60 
0.16 – 0.71 
 
 
 
0.45 (0.16) 
0.41 (0.15) 
0.36 (0.10) 
0.41 (0.18) 
 
 
 
0.42 
0.40 
0.35 
0.38 
 
 
 
0.4353 
 
Years in Education 
2 – 10 
11 – 20 
21+ 
 
 
6 
25 
25 
 
 
0.28 – 0.81 
0.13 – 0.69 
0.16 – 0.71 
 
 
0.45 (0.19) 
0.39 (0.13) 
0.39 (0.14) 
 
 
0.39 
0.37 
0.38 
 
 
0.6699 
Note. p-values calculated from Analysis of Variance or pooled t-test 
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As shown in Table 18, schools in which the principal reported being fluent in more than 
one language tended to have higher graduation rates (p=0.10). None of the other factors 
emerged as statistically significant. 	    	  
Table 18. Association of Student Achievement (graduation rates) with Principal Characteristics 
Principal  
Characteristic 
 
n 
Graduation Rates  
p-value Range Mean (SD) Median 
Gender 
Men 
Women 
 
36 
21 
 
0.72 – 0.97 
0.76 – 1.00 
 
0.87 (0.06) 
0.88 (0.07) 
 
0.86 
0.90 
 
0.1875 
 
Race/Ethnicity 
White 
Non-White 
 
 
50 
6 
 
 
0.71 – 1.00 
0.72 – 0.93 
 
 
0.87 (0.06) 
0.84 (0.08) 
 
 
0.86 
0.84 
 
 
0.2758 
 
Country of Birth 
USA 
Other 
 
 
54 
2 
 
 
0.71 – 1.00 
0.86 – 0.87 
 
 
0.87 (0.06) 
0.87 (0.01) 
 
 
0.86 
0.87 
 
 
0.9570 
 
Travel Outside Country of 
Birth 
No 
Yes 
 
 
 
10 
36 
 
 
 
0.83 – 0.96 
0.71 – 1.00 
 
 
 
0.87 (0.04) 
0.87 (0.07) 
 
 
 
0.86 
0.87 
 
 
 
0.9986 
 
Time Out of Country of 
Birth 
None 
1 – 30 days 
>30 days 
 
 
 
10 
36 
11 
 
 
 
0.83 – 0.96 
0.72 – 1.00 
0.71 – 0.97 
 
 
 
0.87 (0.04) 
0.87 (0.06) 
0.87 (0.09) 
 
 
 
0.86 
0.86 
0.88 
 
 
 
0.9385 
 
Fluent Languages 
1 language 
2 languages 
 
 
54 
3 
 
 
0.71 – 1.00 
0.88 – 0.97 
 
 
0.86 (0.06) 
0.93 (0.05) 
 
 
0.86 
0.93 
 
 
0.1033 
 
Years in Current Position 
2 to 5 
>5 
 
 
46 
11 
 
 
0.72 – 1.00 
0.71 – 0.97 
 
 
0.87 (0.06) 
0.86 (0.07) 
 
 
0.86 
0.86 
 
 
0.6414 
 
Years as Principal or 
Assistant Principal 
2 – 4 
5 – 9 
 
 
 
7 
16 
 
 
 
0.84 – 1.00 
0.77 – 0.96 
 
 
 
0.90 (0.06) 
0.88 (0.05) 
 
 
 
0.90 
0.87 
 
 
 
0.1689 
	   146 
Principal  
Characteristic 
 
n 
Graduation Rates  
p-value Range Mean (SD) Median 
10 – 14 
15+ 
19 
10 
0.72 – 0.97 
0.71 – 0.94 
0.86 (0.06) 
0.83 (0.08) 
0.86 
0.85 
 
Years in Education 
2 – 10 
11 – 20 
21+ 
 
 
6 
24 
25 
 
 
0.84 – 1.00 
0.72 – 0.97 
0.71 – 0.97 
 
 
0.89 (0.06) 
0.87 (0.05) 
0.86 (0.07) 
 
 
0.88 
0.86 
0.86 
 
 
0.5369 
Note. p-value from t-test or Analysis of variance 
 
Table 19 depicts the results of the series of bivariate analyses (identified in Question 
3(a) and Question 3(b) and shown in Tables 12-18) for all principals who responded to all 30 
questions in the GMS survey (n=89). Statistically significant findings, defined as p<0.05, are 
shown along with associations that did not meet the strict a priori definition of statistically 
significant, but that nonetheless may be suggestive of a trend. These trending relationships were 
defined as those in which the p-value was found to be 0.10 or less, but greater than 0.05.	  	  
Table 19. Summary of Statistically Significant and Trending Univariate and Bivariate Analyses 
 GMS 
(Independent 
Variable) 
Student Achievement 
(Dependent Variables) 
  ACT 
Composite 
EOC 
Composite 
Graduation 
Rate 
Student Achievement     
ACT     
EOC     
Graduation Rate     
 
School Characteristics 
    
Locale     
% Free/Reduced Lunch  Negative 
Association 
Negative 
Association 
Negative 
Association 
% Minority  Negative 
Association 
Negative 
Association 
Negative 
Association 
Size (ADM) (*trend)  (*trend) Negative 
Association 
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 GMS 
(Independent 
Variable) 
Student Achievement 
(Dependent Variables) 
  ACT 
Composite 
EOC 
Composite 
Graduation 
Rate 
Principal Characteristics 
Gender Higher score in 
women 
   
Race/Ethnicity Higher score in 
non-White 
*trend   
Country of Birth     
International Travel     
Length of International 
Travel 
Higher score if 
travel > 30 days 
   
Languages *trend   *trend 
Years in Current Position     
Years in Leadership     
Years in Education (*trend)    
Note. *Trend defined as 0.05 < p <0.10. Parentheses denote findings based on non-parametric methods. 
 
A correlational analysis was also constructed based on the results from this group of 
principals with two or more years and shown in Table 20. 
 
Table 20. Bivariate Correlations with Potential Regression Variables 
 X1 Y1 Y2 Y3 X2 X3 X4 X5 X6 X7 X8 X9 
GMS (x1) 1.000            
ACT 
Composite 
(y1) 
0.085 1.000           
EOC 
Composite 
(y2) 
0.130 0.851
** 
1.000          
Graduation 
Rate (y3) 
0.029 0.496 
** 
0.578 
** 
1.000         
% Free/ 
Reduced 
Lunch (x2) 
-
0.136 
-
0.475 
** 
-
0.401 
** 
-
0.300 
** 
1.000        
% Minority 
(x3) 
0.205 -
0.454 
** 
-
0.443 
** 
-
0.326 
** 
0.382 
** 
1.000       
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 X1 Y1 Y2 Y3 X2 X3 X4 X5 X6 X7 X8 X9 
School size 
(ADM) 
(x4) 
-
0.209 
-
0.095 
-
0.192 
* 
-
0.358 
** 
-
0.023 
0.236 
* 
1.000      
Male 
Principal 
(x5) 
-
0.421 
** 
0.003 -
0.086 
-
0.177 
* 
0.059 -
0.105 
0.110 1.000     
White 
Principal 
(x6) 
-
0.384 
** 
0.256 
* 
0.104 0.148 -
0.059 
-
0.295 
** 
-
0.002 
0.161 1.000    
Travel 
(days) (x7) 
0.099 -
0.018 
-
0.053 
0.005 0.043 0.082 0.106 0.068 0.055  1.000   
Fluent 
Languages 
(x8) 
0.236 
* 
0.140 0.101 0.218 
* 
-
0.133 
-
0.043 
-
0.138 
-
0.150 
0.087 -
0.029 
1.000  
Leadership 
years (x9) 
0.024 -
0.071 
-
0.087 
-
0.302 
**                                                                                 
-
0.004 
0.048 0.311 
** 
-
0.093 
-
0.023 
0.057 -
0.008 
1.000 
*p<0.10, **p < 0.05 
 
Findings from the correlations (Table 20) generally confirmed those findings presented 
in Tables 12-18 with two exceptions. When length of international travel was considered in a 
continuous fashion (as opposed to categorical groupings in Tables 12-18), there was not a 
statistically significant correlation with GMS (r=0.099, p=0.4549). When the number of years in 
educational leadership was considered as a continuous variable, there was a significant negative 
association with graduation rate (r=-0.302, p=0.0267). 
Of particular note, only three variables emerged as potential confounders as identified in 
either Table 19 or Table 20. Racial status of the principal was significantly associated with total 
GMS and was also identified as a trending association with ACT composite scores. School size 
trended towards an association with GMS and two of the dependent variables, EOC composite 
scores, and graduation rates. The principal’s ability to speak more than one language trended 
towards an association with both GMS and graduation rates. Interaction terms were created for 
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these potential confounders and effect modifiers and were included in the models for each 
outcome measure. 
As planned, a number of regression analyses were employed to explore the relationship 
of GMS with each of the three outcomes. In each case, simultaneous regression models were 
developed using the results in the bivariate analyses to inform the model as summarized in 
Tables 19 and Table 20. Effect modification was assessed with the inclusion of interaction 
terms for principal’s minority status with GMS (White x GMS), for fluency in more than one 
language with GMS (Language x GMS), and for school size with GMS (School Size x GMS). 
Four regression models were employed for each of the student outcome measures where 
all variables were entered into the model simultaneously. The first simultaneous model 
consisted only of variables related to principal characteristics along with the primary 
independent variable, GMS. The second model consisted only of variables related to school 
characteristics. The third model consisted of both principal and school characteristics from the 
first 2 models. The fourth model added a term for school locale even though it was not 
identified as related to GMS or student achievement, but was nevertheless considered by the 
researcher as being potentially important. With the exception of school locale, all variables 
included in these four simultaneous regression models were identified from the bivariate 
analyses. If any one of the variables was associated with a p-value of 0.10 or less, with the 
primary independent variables, GMS, or any one of the three dependent variables, it was 
included in the model.  
Lastly, as planned, two step-wise regression models were employed. The criteria for 
entry and criteria for remaining in the model were set at p<0.10. Following the first step-wise 
regression model, an additional model was run in which GMS scores were included in addition 
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to the variables selected from the stepwise approach. This method, in which the models were 
nested, allowed for the calculation of the difference in the R2 values from the two models to 
estimate the uniqueness attributable to GMS. 
Regressions results for ACT composite scores. Table 21 contains the results of 
standardized coefficients from the 6 regression models for the variables entered in each model. 
When principal characteristics were entered into the model, global-mindedness (GMS) along 
with the principal’s race and the interaction of race and GMS were determined to be the most 
important predictors of student ACT scores. When school characteristics were entered into the 
second model, the percentage of students receiving free and reduced price lunches and the 
percentage of minority were statistically significant. In the third model, which incorporated all 
terms in the first two models, principal’s global-mindedness dropped out of the list of 
statistically significant predictors. The fourth model incorporated an additional term for school 
locale, and it trended towards a negative association with the outcome, indicating a lower ACT 
score for students in rural schools when all other co-variables were considered. 
 
Table 21. Regression Results for ACT Composite Scores Presented as Standardized Coefficients 
Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
Principal 
Characteristics 
  
Male Gender 0.053  -0.031 0.015   
White Race -4.851***  -3.596** -3.157*   
Travel Days -0.046  -0.000 -0.051   
Fluency in 2+ 
Languages 
-1.855  0.190 0.078   
Years in Education 0.104  -0.144 -0.099   
Years in Leadership -0.305  -0.099 -0.140   
GMS -1.477**  -0.889 -0.839  0.114 
White Race x GMS 4.785***  3.516** 3.125*   
Language x GMS 
 
 
1.896  -0.176 -0.088   
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Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
School Characteristics   
Percent 
Free/Reduced lunch  
 -0.357*** -0.305** -0.352** -0.357*** -0.325** 
Percent Minority  -0.319** -0.207 -0.242 0.321*** -0.353*** 
School Size (ADM)  -0.030 1.191 0.635   
School Size x GMS   -1.178 -0.700   
Rural Locale    -0.236*   
Adjusted R2 0.1180 0.2758 0.2698 0.3023 0.2934 0.2872 
F 1.80* 8.36*** 2.54*** 2.67*** 12.84*** 8.79*** 
*=p<.10; **=p<.05; ***=p<.01 
 
 In order to understand the interaction term of principal race with GMS scores in 
predicting student ACT scores, stratified analyses were performed. Among non-White 
principals, GMS was negatively associated with student ACT scores (r=-0.572, p=0.1796), 
although it was not statistically significant. Among White principals, GMS was positively 
associated with ACT scores (r=0.2959, p=0.0327). The full regression model (Model 4) was 
again considered using data only from White principals, as the number of non-White principals 
was too small to permit a multiple regression model. Among this subset of White principals, the 
strongest predictors of ACT scores were the percentage of students receiving free and reduced 
price lunches and being in a rural school setting. 	  	  
Table 22. Regression Results for ACT Composite Scores Restricted to White Principals (n=51) 
Variables Standardized Regression Coefficients 
Principal Characteristics  
Male Gender 0.000 
Travel Days -0.069 
Fluency in 2+ Languages 0.125 
Years in Education -1.329 
Years in Leadership -0.152 
GMS 0.320 
Language x GMS 
 
-0.129 
School Characteristics  
Percent Free/Reduced Lunch -0.318* 
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Variables Standardized Regression Coefficients 
Percent Minority -0.213 
School Size (ADM) 0.398 
School Size x GMS -0.411 
Rural Locale -0.239* 
Adjusted R2 0.1449 
F 1.68 
  
The last two models used a step-wise approach to identify significant predictors of 
student success defined by ACT scores. The significant predictors using this approach were the 
percentage of minority students, followed by the percent of students receiving free and reduced 
price lunch. GMS explained less than 1 percent of the variance of ACT scores. An additional 
regression analysis was performed in which the interaction term for principal’s race with GMS 
along with the main effects of GMS and principal’s race were included in the model. The 
standardized coefficients for the three terms included in this model (GMS -0.601, White racial 
status -2.216, and White x GMS 2.277) did not reach statistical significance when added to the 
variables in Model 6. 
In summary, the principals’ global-mindedness as measured by the GMS instrument 
failed to show a statistically significant relationship with student ACT scores in the presence of 
other characteristics included in the multivariable models. However, the positive correlation 
between GMS and ACT composite scores was statistically significant among principals 
reporting their racial/ethnic status as White.   
Regressions results for EOC composite scores. Regression models were constructed for 
student success based on EOC composite scores in a similar manner to those for ACT scores. 
Table 23 contains the standardized beta coefficients resulting from each of the 4 simultaneous 
regression models and the 2 step-wise regression models. 
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Table 23. Regression Results for EOC Composite Scores Presented as Standardized coefficients 
Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
Principal 
Characteristics 
  
Male Gender -0.044  -0.107 -0.058   
White Race -4.976***  -3.164* -2.694   
Travel Days -0.051  -0.000 -0.054   
Fluency in 2+ 
Languages -2.363  -1.094 -1.213   
Years in Education 0.237  0.022 0.070   
Years in Leadership -0.418*  -0.194 -0.238   
GMS -1.513**  -0.783 -0.729  0.172 
White Race x GMS 4.733***  2.940* 2.521   
Language x GMS 2.370  1.082 1.176   
 
School 
Characteristics 
  
% Free/Reduced 
Lunch  -0.289** -0.165 -0.216 -0.272** -0.227* 
% Minority  -0.303** -0.316* -0.353** -0.339*** -0.393*** 
School Size   -0.127 0.642 0.045   
School Size x GMS   -0.710 -0.197   
Rural Locale    -0.253*   
Adjusted R2 0.0808 0.2350 0.1926 0.2308 0.2330 0.2499 
F 1.53 6.94*** 1.99** 2.16** 9.81*** 7.44*** 
*=p<.10; **=p<.05; ***=p<.01 	  	  
Analyses predicting student EOC composite scores restricted to principal characteristics 
yielded statistically significant coefficients for the principal’s race, GMS scores and their 
interaction, whereas analyses restricted to school characteristics yielded statistically significant 
findings for the percentage of students receiving free and reduced price lunches and the percent 
of minority students. Further exploration of the interaction between race and GMS revealed a 
negative correlation between GMS and EOC composite scores that was non-statistically 
significant in non-White principals (r=-0.486, p=0.2689), but positive and marginally significant 
correlation in White principals (r=0.266, p=0.0597). The full regression model (Model 4) was 
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again considered using data only from White principals, as the number of non-White principals 
was too small to permit a multiple regression model. Among White principals (n=51), none of 
the principal characteristics and none of the school characteristics emerged as statistically 
significant in the presence of all other covariates.  
 
Table 24. Regression Results for EOC Composite Scores restricted to White Principals (n=51) 
Variables Standardized Regression Coefficients 
Principal Characteristics  
Male Gender -0.021 
Travel Days -0.042 
Fluency in 2+ Languages -1.204 
Years in Education 0.094 
Years in Leadership -0.282 
GMS 0.268 
Language x GMS 1.163 
 
School Characteristics 
 
Percent Free/Reduced Lunch -0.248 
Percent Minority -0.270 
School Size (ADM) 0.345 
School Size x GMS -0.474 
Rural Locale -0.197 
Adjusted R2 0.1349 
F 1.62 
 
Regression models using both principal and school characteristics (Model 4) resulted in 
statistically significant negative associations for the percent of students classified as minorities 
and location in a rural school setting. No other variables emerged as statistically significant or 
trending.	  	  
Stepwise regression models resulted in identification of two important predictors of 
EOC: the percent of minority students and the percent receiving free and reduced price lunch. 
When GMS was included into the model, the resulting R2 was only slightly increased (from 
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0.2595 to 0.2887), showing GMS contributed less than 3% (0.0292) to the variability of EOC 
scores. 
In summary, the principal’s global-mindedness scores were positively associated with 
student outcomes as measured by the EOC composite scores when other variables were not 
taken into consideration. In multivariable models, the association did not hold.  
Regressions results for graduations rates. Lastly, regression models were constructed 
for student success defined by graduation rate, and the results are shown in Table 25 for each of 
the six regression models employed. 	  
Table 25. Regression Results for Graduation Rates Presented as Standardized Coefficients 
Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
Principal 
Characteristics   
Male Gender -0.233  -0.241 -0.187   
White Race -3.432*  -1.585 -0.961   
Travel Days 0.081  0.135 0.088   
Fluency in 2+ 
Languages -2.398  -1.264 -1.342   
Years in Education 0.395  0.267 0.327   
Leadership Years -0.712***  -0.564** -0.617** -0.244* -0.247* 
GMS -1.298**  -0.498 -0.361  -0.027 
White Race x GMS 3.292*  1.44 0.859   
Language x GMS 2.562  1.397 1.447   
 
School 
Characteristics 
  
% Free/Reduced 
Lunch  -0.286** -0.147 -0.213 -0.325*** -0.324** 
% Minority  -0.115 -0.162 -0.192   
School Size   -0.363*** 0.719 0.210 -0.310** -0.305** 
School Size x GMS   -0.895 -0.468   
Rural Locale    -0.237   
Adjusted R2 0.1857 0.2101 0.2094 0.2397 0.2311 0.2178 
F 2.32** 5.97*** 2.06** 2.17** 6.36*** 4.69*** 
*=p<.10; **=p<.05; ***=p<.01 
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In the first model of principal characteristics, there was a statistically significant 
association with graduation rates for the principal’s racial/ethnic status, the number of years in 
school leadership, GMS, and the interaction of racial/ethnic status with GMS. Stratified 
correlations of GMS with graduation rate were negative for non-White principals (r=-.36), but 
positive in White principals (r=0.13), although neither was statistically significant (both 
p>0.10). In the second model of school characteristics, the two statistically significant 
predictors identified were the percent of students receiving free and reduced price lunches and 
school size as measured by the average daily membership (ADM). When all variables were 
included in the model (Model 3), only the number of years the principal reported having spent 
in educational leadership remained statistically significant. No other variables were statistically 
significant or trending towards statistical significance. Adding school locale to the covariates 
(Model 4) did not alter the results from the previous model in a significant fashion. 
Important predictors of graduation rates from the step-wise regression identified school 
size (i.e. Average Daily Membership), the percent receiving free and reduced price lunch, and 
the principal’s number of years in a leadership position as important contributors to the model. 
These three predictors accounted for approximately 23% of the variance (adjusted R2=0.2311) 
in graduation rates. Adding the principal’s GMS to the model (Model 6) did not improve the 
model fit.  
In summary, consistent findings from all models indicated the number of years the 
principal had spent in educational leadership was negatively associated with graduation rates. 
When considering the effect of various other principal and school characteristics, the principal’s 
global-mindedness as measured by the GMS did not appear to be an important contributor to 
student achievement as measured by graduation rates.	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Summary	  
Question 1. What is the level of global-mindedness among NC public high school 
principals? A total of 89 principals completed the GMS questionnaire. The scores were 
normally distributed with an average score of 110.5 and a standard deviation of 12.7. The 
interquartile range of scores was 101 to 118.  
 The qualitative analysis yielded five themes that directly related to the Future-Ready 
Students: Goals for the 21st Century document. The five themes were: (1) Student Preparation, 
(2) Teacher Preparation, (3) Supportive Learning Environments, (4) Collaboration with Other 
Stakeholders, and (5) Resources. Combined frequency totals for the two qualitative questions 
were given to each principal, resulting in a score between 0-10. There was a significant 
correlation between GMS scores and Global Awareness scores. 
Question 2. Is the principal’s level of global-mindedness, including the total score 
and each dimension, associated with student achievement in NC public high schools? A 
series of analyses examined the bivariate relationship between each outcome measurement 
(ACT composite score, EOC composite score, and graduation rate) with the total GMS score 
and each of the 5 dimensions. Correlation coefficients were used to assess the strength of the 
relationships for these independent and dependent variables.   
 
Table 26. Hypotheses Testing 
Null 
Hypothesis Description 
Statistical 
Analysis 
Rejected/ 
Failed to 
Reject 
Ho1 There is no association between total 
global-mindedness and the school’s 
average ACT composite score. 
Correlation Failed to 
Reject 
Ho2 There is no association between the 
dimension of responsibility in a 
principal’s global-mindedness and the 
Correlation  Failed to 
Reject 
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Null 
Hypothesis Description 
Statistical 
Analysis 
Rejected/ 
Failed to 
Reject 
school’s average ACT composite score. 
Ho3 There is no association between the 
dimension of cultural pluralism in a 
principal’s global-mindedness and the 
school’s average ACT composite score. 
Correlation  Failed to 
Reject 
Ho4 There is no association between the 
dimension of efficacy in a principal’s 
global-mindedness and the school’s 
average ACT composite score. 
Correlation  Failed to 
Reject 
Ho5 There is no association between the 
dimension of globalcentrism in a 
principal’s global-mindedness and the 
school’s average ACT composite score. 
Correlation Failed to 
Reject 
Ho6 There is no association between the 
dimension of interconnectedness in a 
principal’s global-mindedness and the 
school’s average ACT composite score. 
Correlation  Failed to 
Reject 
Ho7 There is no association between total 
global-mindedness and the school’s 
average EOC composite score. 
Correlation  Failed to 
Reject 
Ho8 There is no association between the 
dimension of responsibility in a 
principal’s global-mindedness and the 
school’s average EOC composite score. 
Correlation  Failed to 
Reject 
Ho9 There is no association between the 
dimension of cultural pluralism in a 
principal’s global-mindedness and the 
school’s average EOC composite score. 
Correlation  Failed to 
Reject 
Ho10 There is no association between the 
dimension of efficacy in a principal’s 
global-mindedness and the school’s 
average EOC composite score. 
Correlation  Failed to 
Reject 
Ho11 There is no association between the 
dimension of globalcentrism in a 
principal’s global-mindedness and the 
school’s average EOC composite score. 
Correlation  Failed to 
Reject 
Ho12 There is no association between the 
dimension of interconnectedness in a 
principal’s global-mindedness and the 
school’s average EOC composite score. 
Correlation  Failed to 
Reject 
Ho13 There is no association between total 
global-mindedness and the school’s 
graduation rate. 
Correlation  Failed to 
Reject 
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Null 
Hypothesis Description 
Statistical 
Analysis 
Rejected/ 
Failed to 
Reject 
Ho14 There is no association between the 
dimension of responsibility in a 
principal’s global-mindedness and the 
school’s graduation rate. 
Correlation  Failed to 
Reject 
Ho15 There is no association between the 
dimension of cultural pluralism in a 
principal’s global-mindedness and the 
school’s graduation rate. 
Correlation  Failed to 
Reject 
Ho16 There is no association between the 
dimension of efficacy in a principal’s 
global-mindedness and the school’s 
graduation rate. 
Correlation  Failed to 
Reject 
Ho17 There is no association between the 
dimension of globalcentrism in a 
principal’s global-mindedness and the 
school’s graduation rate. 
Correlation  Failed to 
Reject 
Ho18 There is no association between the 
dimension of interconnectedness in a 
principal’s global-mindedness and the 
school’s graduation rate. 
Correlation  Failed to 
Reject 
 
Question 3. Do other factors influence the association, or lack of association, 
between global-mindedness and student achievement? Table 27 contains the covariates 
identified through a series of statistical analyses as being associated with the primary 
independent variable of this research, global-mindedness, as well as those associated with each 
of the three outcome measures of student achievement – ACT composite scores, EOC 
composite scores and graduation rates. 
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Table 27. Summary of Bivariate Associations with Independent and Dependent Variables 
 GMS 
(Independent 
Variable) 
Student Achievement 
(Dependent Variables) 
  ACT 
Composite 
EOC 
Composite 
Graduation 
Rate 
Statistically 
Significant 
Associations 
(p<0.05) 
 
 
 
Principal’s Gender   
 
Principals’ 
Race/Ethnicity 
 
Principals’ travel 
 
 
 
 
Percentage of 
students 
receiving 
free/reduced 
lunch 
 
Percentage of 
minority 
students 
 
Percentage of 
students 
receiving 
free/reduced 
lunch 
 
Percentage of 
minority 
students 
 
Percentage of 
students 
receiving 
free/reduced 
lunch 
 
Percentage of 
minority 
students 
 
School Size 
(ADM)  
 
Principal’s 
years in 
educational 
leadership 
 
Trend  
(p <0.10) 
 
 
 
School Size (ADM)  
 
Principal’s number 
of fluent languages 
 
Principal’s years in  
education 
 
 
 
Principal’s 
Race/Ethnicity 
 
 
 
School Size 
(ADM)  
 
 
 
 
Principal’s number 
of fluent languages 
 
 
	  
 
Each of these measures was considered in subsequent multivariable models, and the 
results are summarized in Table 28. The most significant predictors of student success were 
schools with a lower percentage of students receiving free and reduced price lunch, schools with 
	   161 
a lower percentage of students classified as minority, smaller schools, and those where the 
principal had fewer years experience in educational leadership. 
 
Table 28. Regression Summary: Significant Predictors of Student Achievement 
Measures of Student 
Achievement 
Significant Covariates 
Identified through 
Simultaneous Regression 
Analysis including all 
covariates (Model 4)  
Significant Covariates Identified 
through Stepwise Regression 
(Model 5) 
ACT Composite Percent students with 
Free/Reduced Lunch 
 
Percent students with 
Free/Reduced Lunch 
 
Percent minority students 
EOC Composite Percent minority students Percent students with 
Free/Reduced Lunch 
 
Percent minority students 
Graduation Rate Principal’s Years in 
Leadership 
Percent students with 
Free/Reduced Lunch 
 
School size 
Note. Significant defined as p <0.05 
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Chapter Five: Discussions and Recommendations  
This chapter begins with a brief overview of this research study centered on the 
relationship between the global-mindedness of high school principals and student achievement 
in North Carolina. This study is purposefully contextualized in a world experiencing the impact 
of the complex, diverse and interconnected processes of globalization, which in turn may 
contribute to increasing inequalities across the educational spectrum. As a response, this 
research is framed around the imperative of ensuring educational leaders are able to develop a 
critical, global perspective of education. In this chapter, the discussion of findings is considered 
in light of the study’s limitations. In addition, practical implications and contributions to 
research are discussed. This chapter concludes with recommendations for future research and a 
final summary of this study.  
Overview of Study  
Chapter One identified the problem from which this study grew; explaining that today’s 
society is more global and more interdependent than ever before and growing at a rapid pace. 
The world that today’s students will inherit will be vastly different from what previous 
generations have known. This research focused on high school leaders in order to examine a 
vantage point not found in current global education literature. While previous literature has 
considered the role of education, it has focused on students at both the K-12 level and the 
university level, to ascertain the degree of student global-mindedness. Other studies have 
focused on teachers and their global-mindedness in university programs. Given the paucity of 
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research related to global-mindedness in educational leaders, this study was undertaken in order 
to add this vital link in the literature on global education. Specifically, the focus was on the high 
school principal as the educational leader within his/her community, to learn if his/her global-
mindedness translated into a greater student achievement outcomes. 
Chapter Two explored the notion that principals are the cultural leaders and “teachers” 
within and beyond the school setting. Their attitudes, values and beliefs help to shape the school 
environment and form school culture, which in turn, has a profound effect on student learning 
and outcomes (Coles & Southworth, 2005; Sergiovanni, 2001). Therefore, an understanding of 
the dimensions of global-mindedness, as well as an identification of the tools and strategies 
needed to promote global-mindedness, is relevant within the context of preparing students to be 
successful in a global environment. 
Chapter Three explained the basis for this study and the methods used, which was based 
on the work of Hett (1993), who proposed global-mindedness as “worldview in which one sees 
oneself as interconnected to the world community and feels a sense of responsibility for its 
members which is reflected in attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors” (p.143). In defining the concept, 
Hett identified five dimensions of global-mindedness: cultural pluralism, efficacy, 
globalcentrism, interconnectedness and responsibility. These five dimensions provide the 
foundation for the 30-item Global-Mindedness Scale (GMS) developed to quantify the concept.  
Chapter Four presented the results of this study, which were obtained from public high 
schools in the state of North Carolina. This state’s rapid globalization made it a good setting for 
the research. Research participants were high school principals in public school settings. 
Information was gained from self-reporting surveys, which included questions regarding their 
backgrounds and their school’s programing, and incorporated Hett’s instrument to measure their 
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global-mindedness. This study sought answers to three research questions: 
• Q1: What is the level of global-mindedness among NC public high school principals? 
a. How do principals view their roles in promoting global-mindedness? 
b. What have principals done to support global-mindedness? 
c. How do the principals’ viewpoint and actions relate to their level of global-
mindedness? 
• Q2: Is the principal’s level of global-mindedness, including the total score and each 
dimension, associated with student achievement in NC public high schools? 
• Q3: Do other factors influence the association, or lack of association, between global-
mindedness and student achievement?  
Conceptual Framework 
The research study addressed skills identified as essential to school leaders in the 21st 
century, as identified by Partnership for 21st Century Skills (2011) and adopted by North 
Carolina as evidenced in several state documents (see Figure 1 in Chapter One). The 
Partnership for 21st Century Skills defines necessary student outcomes as the “knowledge, skills 
and expertise students should master to succeed in work and life in the 21st century” (p. 2). 
Students in 21st century schools are expected to learn in new ways by using inquiry and a 
problem solving approach to learning in all subject areas. Inquiry learning is specifically 
organized to develop 21st century life and career skills such as teamwork, leadership, initiative, 
and the development of curiosity (Wagner, 2008). Additionally, as defined by the Partnership 
for 21st Century Skills (2011), there is a need to develop global perspectives and skills that 
prepare analytical citizens. Schools need principals who have the ability and skills to lead 
schools in ways that meet the needs of the 21st century. 
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Hett (1993) asserted that people who are globally-minded believe they can individually 
have an impact on the world, and that each individual has something to offer. They have a 
strong sense of appreciation of diversity and differences, and an awareness and appreciation for 
the interconnectedness of the world. This study used Hett’s research in combination with the 
Partnership for 21st Century Skills and North Carolina state documents as the framework to 
explore the relationship between global-mindedness levels in North Carolina public high school 
principals and student achievement.  
Review of Methods 
The survey was sent to 467 principals from whom 101 responses were received (22%). 
Although the response rate was low, responders generally were representative of all high school 
principals in the state. The analysis of quantitative data was performed using SAS®. The 
statistical procedures used included descriptive statistics, correlational analyses, comparative 
methods, and multiple regression models. Some questions were qualitative in nature and 
demanded the researcher’s analytic thoughts using Downe-Wamboldt’s content analysis 
approach and Saldana’s coding methods. Results from both quantitative and qualitative data 
were viewed using Creswell and Plano Clark’s Convergence Model to create a more holistic 
approach to the study. 
Discussion of Research Findings 
The discussion of the findings is ordered as the data were presented in Chapter Four, 
with the discussion of the sub-question findings following the discussion of the main question, 
and relating all discussion to the previous literature review found in Chapter Two. 
Findings and discussion of question 1. What is the level of global-mindedness 
among NC public high school principals? The data gathered and analyzed for this question 
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were studied to gain a better understanding of the relationship of the demographic profile of the 
principal to his/her global-mindedness level. Furthermore, sub-questions looked at the beliefs, 
attitudes and behaviors of the principal to determine how they related to actions within the 
school. 
The findings from this study indicated that female high school principals in the state of 
North Carolina were more globally-minded than their male counterparts, and that racially, non-
White principals were more globally-minded than White principals. Additionally, those who 
had spent 30 days or more out of their country of birth scored higher on the GMS than those 
with less international travel experience. Each of these characteristics is explored further below 
in relation to previously discussed literature. 
Gender. In analyzing the various backgrounds of these principals, the strongest 
relationship to global-mindedness was that of gender. This finding is consistent with other 
studies that found females possessed higher global-mindedness levels than their male 
counterparts (Gillian, 1995; Hett, 1993; Kirkwood-Tucker, et al., 2011; Smith, 2008; Zhai & 
Scheer, 2004). In the original research conducted by Hett (1993), it was hypothesized that 
women would score higher on the GMS than men. Hett suggested that women displayed higher 
levels of empathy to Third World conditions and greater opposition to war than their male 
counterparts. She found an overall mean score for men of 113.32 versus 120.37 for women 
(significant at the .001 level). Scores of North Carolina principals were somewhat lower than 
those reported in Hett’s findings for both genders, but the direction and gender gap were 
consistent with her findings.  
From this finding, it may be inferred that in aggregate, females who participated in the 
survey demonstrate greater understanding of the importance of individual action and 
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involvement in national and international issues. This finding suggests that school leaders, 
across gender, may further the development of global-mindedness by enhancing understandings 
of gender differences and feminist perspectives related to taking action and involvement in 
national and global issues (Collard & Reynolds, 2005; Larson & Murtadha, 2002). In doing so, 
school leaders may be able to promote understanding of the propensity to consider action within 
both a global context and local context. One example of this kind of work would entail 
educators examining what sociologists commonly refer to as the hidden curriculum 
(Loutzenheiser & MacIntosh, 2004). It is argued that within the curriculum, various subjects are 
designed for specific gender groups (e.g. woodshop for boys, child care for girls). Loutzenheiser 
and MacIntosh (2004) believe that this type of behavior perpetuates the patriarchal society and 
thus furthers the gap between genders.   
Race. The current findings showed that non-White high school principals were more 
globally-minded than Whites. This contradicts Hett’s (1993) findings among college students 
that found no statistical significant difference among various racial groups. All other studies that 
employed the GMS, which also included race/ethnicity as a variable, found no statistical 
differences related to race. 
It would seem reasonable to speculate that the small sample size of non-White principals 
in this study (n=7) may have contributed to the findings. Given a larger sample size, the results 
may not hold.  
Travel experience. The data for this study reported that the amount of time a principal 
spent abroad or in other countries was related to higher scores on the GMS. A discrepancy in 
the data related to experiences abroad was found between the variables country of birth and 
length of time spent outside country of birth. That is, where a person was from originally was 
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not significant, but how long a person had lived outside their country of birth was statistically 
significant.  
Hett’s study showed significant differences in global-mindedness scores for students 
with different amounts of international travel/study experience. In other words, the longer the 
experience, the higher the scores. Although Kehl and Morris (2005) and Kirkwood-Tucker et al. 
(2011) support the importance of longer periods abroad when developing the dimensions of 
global-mindedness, some contradictions do exist in previous research (Duckworth et al., 2005; 
Smith, 2008). Duckworth et al. (2005) studied GMS in ninety pre- and in-service teachers. The 
researchers did not find associations between GMS and demographic variables, which included: 
gender, race, language fluency, and time spent out of country of birth. A possible explanation 
for the dissimilar results might be the effect of Duckworth et al. (2005) restricting the analysis 
to quantitative methods. By only utilizing quantitative methods, the researchers were limited in 
the data collected and the interpretation of those data. Smith (2008) studied North Carolina 
extension agents and levels of global-mindedness. The study’s sample was homogenous in 
terms of travel experience, with most reporting they have not traveled outside of their country of 
birth. Due to a small sample, results from Smith’s study may not be applicable to this study. 
Since a longer time outside of a person’s country of birth may allow for more 
opportunities to interact with people from other cultures and include time for a better 
understanding of the local language and other cultural contexts, additional support for this 
finding may exist. According to Warrell (2013), as people move away from their comfort zones 
to explore new cultures and become involved in new relationships, they are more likely to enter 
situations involving people of different cultures in the future. In thinking about the many 
implications of this finding, perhaps encouraging principals to participate in travel abroad, study 
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abroad, or participate in leadership exchanges would be beneficial to their professional 
development and leadership skills.  
Although length of time spent outside one’s country of birth is often a matter of 
circumstance or privilege, there is significant knowledge to be gained regarding the importance 
of travel abroad in the development of global-mindedness. Therefore, future studies should 
solicit additional qualitative data that provides detailed, descriptive responses identifying the 
length and types of the types of cultural or personal experiences abroad as well as the 
knowledge gained as compared to less extensive travel experiences or time spent abroad. 
  Question 1(a). How do principals view their roles in promoting global-mindedness? 
Research questions were developed to understand how North Carolina high school principals 
conceptualize and understand global awareness and student learning in the 21st century. Of 
equal importance was how this group of school leaders chose to act upon their understanding. 
The findings that emerged related to the principal’s global awareness were grouped into five 
themes, as discussed below.  
Student preparation. Over a third of principals gave answers related to preparing 
students for a global world (i.e. 21st century learning). Many of these answers include 
developing curriculum that aligns with a vision for global learning. Basic literacy, numeracy, 
and scientific reasoning are fundamental to a 21st century education (Asia Society, 2013; 
Partnership for 21st Century Skills, 2011). From a structural perspective, the Partnership for 21st 
Century Skills framework (2011) rests on a foundation of core academic learning. Learning 
skills, life and career skills, and information, media, and technology skills are not meant to be 
taught in isolation, but to be applied across the content areas. The literature indicates that 
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students need a well-defined curriculum to prepare them for the future knowledge-based 
economy. 
According to Friedman (2007), teaching high-level critical thought requires the capacity 
to develop a deep understanding of the unknown. The student is actively producing and 
constructing knowledge, making decisions about modes of communications and processes of 
interpretation. To create the conditions where this type of learning can thrive requires a 
curriculum that is both open-ended and aligned with a forward thinking vision— a vision set 
forth by the school principal.  
When proposing solutions about how schools can and must change, the literature is 
focused on what students and teachers need to do differently (Partnership for 21st Century 
Skills, 2011; Wagner, 2008). For example, students need to learn new skills. They need to be 
critical thinkers in analyzing large amounts of information available through technology tools 
(Wagner, 2008). Students need to learn new ways to effectively communicate and collaborate in 
a networked world, and they need to become skilled problem solvers rather than those who 
memorize information and regurgitate facts (Darling-Hammond et al., 2008). 
The data relating to this theme supports the idea that principals in the 21st century see 
their role as being directly tied to helping students succeed. Many answered with ways in which 
they develop (or need to develop) authentic activities that connect learning to what students do 
or will be doing outside the classroom (i.e. real-world application). In some way, more than 
one-third of principals (39%) shared that they believe teaching today must be closely aligned 
with activity in the real-world, particularly where work and careers are concerned. 
Teacher preparation. The most frequent theme mentioned by principals (58%) was the 
school’s focus on adult learning. Many principals saw their role as thinking outside of the 
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proverbial box to offer various professional development opportunities for teachers (e.g. 
exchange programs, off-site training). It can be surmised from this data that principals value 
professional development and see the direct benefits it can provide to teachers, and thus to 
students.  
Students are taught to be lifelong learners so that they have the capacity to adapt to the 
unknown realities of the future (Friedman, 2007). As a result, the culture of the school is 
student-centered. Questioning and collaborating are common in all school activities. Adult 
learning similarly influences the school culture. This theme is related to the responsibility that 
teachers hold for developing and delivering the curriculum.  
The Asia Society’s framework (2013) recommends that teachers model behavior for 
students by developing their own interdisciplinary and cultural competence. Instruction of 
global content requires skilled teachers who have deep international knowledge. From a 
symbolic perspective, the adults are engaged in a continuous cycle of learning, which in turn, 
models the expectation for student learning. 
Supportive learning environments. The third theme obtained from the data revealed that 
33% of principals saw their role in promoting global awareness by means of the school culture. 
Principals considered it to be their role as the school’s model when related to student, teacher, 
and community behaviors, beliefs, and attitudes. From a symbolic perspective, sharing cultures 
through ceremonies and rituals represents the global vision of the school. Four of the principals 
described being a model of 21st century learning in two ways: (1) immersing themselves in the 
real world and using those experiences to motivate their students and teachers; and (2) engaging 
in professional reading about teaching and learning in the 21st century.  
However, a majority of the respondents identified gaps between their beliefs about 
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global awareness and the actual teaching practices in their schools. According to principals, 
these gaps exist because of the existence of certain barriers. These barriers typically take the 
form of district and state mandates that adversely influence funding and basic operations. 
According to the data collected in this study, the focus is therefore on ensuring mandates are 
being implemented and not on implementing a global-awareness focus. However, it is unclear 
from the data what the principals are doing through leadership to overcome the barriers and 
make their espoused concepts of teaching from a global perspective a reality in the classroom. 
Collaboration with other stakeholders. Collaboration is an essential element of any 21st 
century school, but only 12% of the responding principals reported this idea as part of their role 
in promoting global awareness. From a symbolic perspective, the professional culture of the 
staff models the collaboration skills that students will need to work successfully in the 21st 
century. 
In the context of updating pedagogical models, teachers must learn how technology 
assists in developing new ways of teaching and learning, and they must learn to collaborate with 
their peers (International Society for Technology in Education, 2015). The data collected in this 
study relating to this theme supports the idea that professional collaboration among colleagues 
is important in developing 21st teaching beliefs and values. While individual teacher learning is 
important, learning socially with professional colleagues is equally important. Typically, the 
kind of learning teachers engage in is both face-to-face and, less often, virtual. In the 21st 
century, changing and improving teaching practice is no longer an isolated endeavor. Teachers 
learn best through collaboration with other teachers. Professional collaboration provides the 
intellectual stimulation to help understand changes in pedagogy and practice. Lemke and Martin 
(2004) observed that the most effective professional development for educators is job 
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embedded, student focused, collegial, continuous, and metacognitive. Professional development 
needs to be presented to teachers across a continuum and anchored in the context of 21st century 
teaching and learning. This is to say that teachers cannot just learn technology skills in isolation 
of teaching; it has to be relevant to their practice.  
Data from this study also demonstrate that principals value professional collaboration as 
an extension of teacher learning and ultimately student preparation. The respondents shared the 
belief that collaboration with peers is important for teachers to acquire new ideas about 21st 
century teaching and learning—ways in which they provide opportunities for teachers to learn 
from each other. 
As with other concepts of 21st century teaching, collaboration with other stakeholders as 
envisioned by the principals is more the exception than the norm. The theme of collaboration is 
important to this study because the principals acknowledged the importance of professional 
development in an effort to change and redesign 21st century learning. 
Resources. Since 21st century learning is defined as being active, constructive, 
intentional, authentic, and cooperative (Jonassen, Howland, Marra, & Crismond, 2008), it often 
results in principals thinking about resources necessary to provide such opportunities. In other 
words, schools need certain resources (e.g. technological, professional) in order to sustain 21st 
century learning. 
Communication and collaboration are skills developed through face-to-face as well as 
through virtual interactions (Partnership for 21st Century Skills, 2011; Wagner, 2008). In the 
21st century, the potential for collaboration is expanded beyond face-to-face interaction as a 
result of technology, including methods such as sharing multi-media documents, social 
networking, and web conferencing. Traditional collaboration and communication skills of 
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speaking, listening, reading, and writing are more important than ever, but the manner in which 
these skills are developed and practiced has changed.  
The introduction of technology into teaching and learning has required new skills from 
both teachers and students. While technology can provide teachers with a new challenge, 
principals believe it can also offer a significant affordance. The presence of technology 
encourages the rethinking of teaching and learning. Technology helps shift the instructional 
design process to become more authentic and connected to the real world. 
Surprisingly, the concept of using technology in 21st century learning environments was 
mentioned by only 9% of respondents. These principals shared barriers associated with using 
technology more effectively to meet student needs, create real-world applications, and change 
instructional design. In particular, principals shared how teachers are reluctant to change 
instructional practice. One principal shared that she wanted her school to move beyond the 
notion of using the computer for just word processing. In the majority of classrooms, the use of 
technology becomes a task, not a transformative tool that helps move teaching and learning 
toward social constructivism. The literature positions technology as a key element of the 21st 
century learning environment. The few principals that acknowledged the importance of 
technology (and other resources) within their conceptualization created their own argument on 
which to take action as leaders. 
Summary of question 1(a). From the evidence that describes the principals’ view of 
their role in promoting global awareness in the 21st century, five significant themes captured the 
findings. First, thoughtful student preparation necessary for success in the 21st century was 
mentioned by 39% of respondents. Specifically, student aptitude with critical thinking, 
communication, and collaboration serve as preparation for predicted workforce trends 
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(Friedman, 2007; Partnership for 21st Century Skills, 2011). The second finding was teacher 
learning related to curriculum development. Being able to provide various professional 
development opportunities is imperative to this new learning. Thirdly, the school culture is 
shaped by the principals, which in turn can influence a school’s global awareness. Fourthly, 
collaboration among other stakeholders emerged as the model desired in order to promote 
student outcomes for 21st century learning. The literature supports that an individual’s lifelong 
learning is essential to adapt to change (Friedman, 2007). The final finding that emerged was 
the need for external resources— something that typically falls under the principal.  
Question 1(b). What have principals done to support global-mindedness? A deeper 
analysis of the themes reveals patterns that offered a more detailed story about how the 
principals support global awareness in the 21st century. Generally, respondents embraced the 
ideal that all learning should be personally meaningful and relevant for real-world application. 
The concept of real-world application emerged as part of the data in several of the themes. In 
their conceptualization of teaching from a global perspective, the principals placed value on 
real-world application in preparation for future work. Similar importance was articulated when 
the principals wrote about student learning. Finally, across all themes, the view that technology 
is a necessary and important component of the 21st century learning emerged. In the following 
sections, the individual themes will be explored in terms of actualization on behalf of the 
principal.  
Student preparation. The data pertaining to this theme supports the ideal that students 
engage in learning connected closely to real-world applications, particularly those associated 
with college, work, and careers. Nearly half (47%) of principals wrote about the need for 
authentic learning experiences in the classroom— relevant experiences that prepare students for 
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the world of college and career. One principal communicated the ideal of authentic learning in 
this way: “I initiated a Going GLOBAL (Growing Learning Opportunities Beyond All Limits) 
where teachers integrate the global perspectives into weekly lesson plans and students are given 
opportunities to research global issues daily.” 
In describing a vision for what learning should look like in the 21st century, responding 
principals repeatedly connected real-world, authentic learning experiences to the world. As with 
their conceptualization of teaching, these principals contrasted their ideals for authentic, real-
world learning with the kind of learning they observe in school today. The manner in which the 
participants conceptualized learning is not the norm in their schools. According to the 
principals, the learning they observe typically values the rituals of content delivery, 
memorization, and testing over meaningful learning. In response, principals stated that they still 
have much work to do in this area. 
Teacher preparation. As found among the majority of the other themes, principals 
contrasted their ideals for authentic, real-world learning with the kind of learning they currently 
observe in their own schools. In other words, the kind of teaching and learning required for 
student success in the 21st century is not the norm.  
To create the conditions where this type of learning can thrive requires a curriculum that 
is both open-ended and aligned with a forward thinking vision. That collaborative process is 
typically designed and led by the school principal. Research on principal instructional 
leadership found that in order to change practice, principals must provide both knowledge and 
guidance (Kennedy, 2005). 
The Partnership for 21st Century Skills framework (2011) is based on the idea that 21st 
century student outcomes are aligned with support systems: standards/assessments, curriculum 
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and instruction, professional development, and learning environments. Instruction that aligns 
with this framework, adopted by the state of North Carolina, requires skilled teachers to have a 
deep knowledge of their subject. To meet that need, principals have had to rethink professional 
development models to meet these 21st century priorities. In the responses, 37% of principals 
wrote that they are currently working to better train and prepare teachers for teaching from a 
global perspective. 
In comparison to other nations, current professional development practice in the United 
States falls short. On average, teachers in the United States receive 44 hours of professional 
development hours versus 100 or more hours teachers receive in other countries such as The 
Netherlands, Sweden, and Singapore (Darling-Hammond & Adamson, 2010). School systems 
across the country are working to develop effective high schools where the curriculum supports 
students’ acquisition of life and career skills critical to success in the 21st century. Professional 
development, if designed to be more meaningful in use, can foster this development to better 
focus on student learning, thus creating a paradigm shift about how to structure teachers’ 
learning to support the needs of students. 
Supportive learning environments. According to Marzano et al., (2005) the school 
leader must be involved in behaviors such as promoting a cohesive staff and making sure 
stakeholders understand the purpose and vision of the school. Shaping the culture of the school 
is important in determining how students and teachers behave. Culture is the atmosphere of the 
school and the components that are important and valued. 
The manner in which principals relate to teachers, students, and the school community 
affects the establishment and sustainability of a culture focused on student achievement. More 
than one fourth of principals (29%) answered that they were focused on creating such a culture 
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in their school. Among these answers, forging relationships and fostering an ongoing discussion 
with staff and students was most commonly mentioned. While the data did not reveal if 
principals had to create a change in the existing school culture or whether it was in place prior 
to their tenure, some did mention there was much work to be done in this area.  
Cultures are not easily changed because they are forged based on strong beliefs and 
actions that have characterized the everyday workings of schools. Changing a school culture 
requires a break with many of the customs and norms of the known reality. This work can be 
intense and must be approached with a clear vision in mind. Of the principals who mentioned 
this necessary global awareness paradigm shift, all conveyed an understanding of the difficulties 
that lay ahead.  
Collaboration with other stakeholders. The majority of principals (53%) mentioned that 
they believed in collaboration as the means to promote global awareness in their schools. The 
prevalence of technology has created a complex web of collaboration and communication 
options. While students and teachers are still expected to develop face-to-face collaboration and 
communication skills, the presence of technology requires collaboration and communication 
with others outside the classroom, synchronously and asynchronously. 
Technology is a common thread that runs through the redefined skills of problem 
solving, critical thinking, collaboration, and communication. Technology tools offer educators 
and students new ways to develop and demonstrate traditional skills. Through the amplification 
of networks that embody the skills outlined above, technology provides access to information. 
Another commonality mentioned by respondents was collaboration with community 
members in order to promote service opportunities. Many principals noted that they had in fact 
incorporated service-learning opportunities for staff and students and that they saw this as a 
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necessary component in global awareness. This concept fits nicely into Hett’s (1993) definition 
of global-mindedness as “a worldview in which one sees oneself as connected to the world 
community and feels a sense of responsibility for its members and reflects this commitment 
through demonstrated attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors” (p.143).  
Resources.	  The theme of Resources was mentioned the least among responding 
principals (16%). Whenever principals wrote about resources needed in order to help promote 
global awareness, technology was the one most frequently mentioned. 	  
The use of technological skills in the learning environment helps to redefine skills of 
communication, collaboration, problem solving, and critical thinking. Few principals shared 
stories of these ideas in action. However this finding supports the thinking that new ways of 
problem solving, thinking critically, collaborating, and using technology are not yet the norm in 
schools. The literature states that today’s students should be collaborative problem solvers 
(Partnership for 21st Century Skills, 2011; Wagner, 2008). Technology has helped expand the 
definition of collaboration to include both face-to-face communication and virtual 
communication. With vast amounts of information and ideas available through the Internet, 
students are required to approach their work with a critical eye. Technology can aid in 
developing critical thinking skills by providing access to practically limitless amounts of 
information. Through a focus on critical thinking, students can learn to ask questions about the 
information they encounter. By asking good questions, they develop critical thinking skills. 
The data relating to this theme supports the idea that technology can create a powerful, 
personalized learning experience. While the respondents shared a limited number of stories 
pertaining to this type of learning in their schools, several of the stories offer a glimpse into the 
power of technology to create a personalized learning experience. The shared stories 
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demonstrate how learning in a technology-rich environment no longer needs to be driven by the 
confining structures of a textbook lesson that engages students learning the same content, in the 
same manner, and at the same time. 
Throughout the data set, a limited number of actual learning stories are shared that 
represent the principals’ conceptualization. A preponderance of data represents theoretical, 
espoused discussions rather than actual examples of 21st century learning. As a result, it can be 
concluded principals are developing their conceptualization of 21st century learning. The 
examples of technology (and other resources) use shared by the respondents represented more 
“technologized” tasks than problem solving.  
Summary of question 1(b). Principals recognize that in order to prepare students for a 
successful life in the 21st century they need to move beyond assessments and learning that 
address lower level thinking skills (Wagner, 2008). Principals may recognize some of the key 
skills that employers are looking for; however, responses in the examples given by principals 
support the notion that students have gaps in preparation, skills, and knowledge needed to be 
globally competitive (Partnership for 21st Century Skills, 2011). This current study’s research 
supports other findings that schools are not adequately preparing or have gaps in their 
preparation of students in all areas of 21st century skills (Partnership for 21st Century Skills, 
2011). 
Question 1(c). How do the principals’ viewpoint and actions relate to their level of 
global-mindedness? Looking at the relationship of the principals’ beliefs, attitudes, and 
behaviors to global-mindedness, the survey showed that the average principal was moderately 
global-minded (mean score 110.5), and that principals’ actions correlated to levels of global-
mindedness. This data led to researcher to surmise that principals whose beliefs and attitudes 
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indicated a minor degree of global-mindedness (as measured by Hett’s GMS) were also 
exhibiting behaviors indicative of lower levels of global awareness. Likewise, the researcher 
deduced that principals who scored higher on the GMS also scored significantly higher in their 
global awareness behaviors as represented by their global awareness scores. The resulting 
correlation between the two measures was determined to be 0.28, which was statistically 
significant (p=0.0276).  
All of the principals used terminology associated with teaching and learning in the 21st 
century, but several principals gave statements that they have not yet begun to truly 
conceptualize the vocabulary they were using. As a result of a cross-theme analysis of the data 
sets, several ideas were evident: (1) there are many challenges with understanding terminology 
associated with 21st century teaching and learning among today’s leaders; (2) there is a low 
frequency of conceptual understanding in-use; and (3) principals are still developing their 
understanding of technology integration to promote critical thinking skills. These ideas connect 
directly to the respondents and their roles as educational leaders. The findings of the cross-
theme analysis are important for this study because they convey an in-depth story helping to 
frame the principals’ actions pertaining to implementing the state’s vision for 21st century 
learning. 
As stated in Chapter Four, a general theme gleaned from the data was the lack of 
direction and support in this global paradigm shift has led to frustration and an absence of action 
on behalf of the principal. Of the principals who responded to the survey, nearly half voiced this 
concern. Without a clear action plan to implement 21st century strategies that are necessary in 
order to achieve the North Carolina mission, principals are left to their own devices to interpret 
the objective to prepare all students to be globally competitive. As evident from the data, 
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principals are interpreting the mission in various ways—some more aligned to the ideals of 
global-mindedness and some more rudimentary in nature. For example, answers ranged from 
implementing a cultural exchange program with a school in China to showing a movie in 
another language. While it was not the goal of this research study to determine the level of 
global awareness implementation, these data do suggest there is much work to be done to assist 
these educational leaders in developing and increasing their global-mindedness and the requisite 
skills to help translate theory into practice.  
The previous sections presented findings that provide an answer to the research question 
focused on principals’ views of their roles in promoting global awareness and the actions they 
have taken to actualize their perspectives. This cross-sectional analysis demonstrated that the 
responding principals are still developing their conceptualization of global awareness in the 21st 
century. The analysis also demonstrated that the principals’ conceptualization was largely 
grounded in theory rather than experience. Many principals chose not to answer the two 
qualitative questions, which could indicate their unfamiliarity with the subject or general lack of 
knowledge.  
Findings and discussion of question 2. Is the principal’s level of global-mindedness, 
including the total score and each dimension, associated with student achievement in NC 
public high schools? This study failed to demonstrate an association between student 
achievement and a principal’s global-mindedness as quantified by Hett’s GMS. Similarly, 
associations between each of the dimensions of global-mindedness and student achievement 
were not detected. Less than 2% of the variation in student outcomes (ACT, EOC, graduation 
rate) was accounted for by the variation in the principals’ global-mindedness scores after 
controlling for other school characteristics, such as the percentage of students receiving free and 
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reduced price lunches and the percentage of minority students in the school.  
 Global-mindedness on the part of the principal may impact student achievement, not 
detected in this study due to its limitations. This may have been due to the limited sample size, 
the cross-sectional design, biases inherent in principals who chose to respond to the survey, or 
other confounders not identified (limitations discussed later in this chapter). Additionally, the 
lack of an association may be due to a non-linear relationship between principals’ global-
mindedness and student achievement. However, examination of graphical plots of the outcomes 
with principals’ GMS scores did not reveal any other discernable patterns. Due to the paucity of 
previous research on global-mindedness among school leaders, it is difficult to place the current 
results in perspective. However, it is important to note the lack of a statistically significant 
finding does not undermine the importance of developing globally-minded school leaders. 
Findings and discussion of question 3. Do other factors influence the association, or 
lack of association, between global-mindedness and student achievement? This study 
identified several variables associated with the principal’s global-mindedness. Namely, the 
principal’s gender, race/ethnicity, and travel experience were most strongly related to global-
mindedness. The school size, number of fluent languages, and years in education were 
marginally associated with global-mindedness. The following three sub-sections discuss the 
results for each dependent variable studied. 
ACT composite score. The percent of students receiving free and reduced price lunch 
and percent of minority students were the strongest predictors of student achievement. Both of 
these relationships were negative—in other words, the higher the percentage of students 
receiving free and reduced price lunch, the lower the ACT composite score for that school. 
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Likewise, the higher the percentage of minority (non-White) students, the lower the school’s 
ACT composite score.   
North Carolina adopted the ACT assessment to measure a student’s probability of 
successfully completing college course work in 2011 (North Carolina Department of 
Instruction, 2013). The North Carolina State Legislature chose the ACT because the assessment 
has been shown through research to be positively correlated to college readiness. Overarching 
factors that affect student performance on the ACT include: high school student achievement, 
extracurricular activities, family background, high school attended, socioeconomic status, and 
psychosocial factors (Noble, Roberts, & Sawyer, 2006). 
Socioeconomic status. Numerous studies have correlated family background variables 
with student achievement. For instance, economically disadvantaged students or those from less 
educated families tend to be less successful in high school due to lower access to quality 
learning opportunities (Noble, Roberts, & Sawyer, 2006). Considering this idea essentially 
suggests that family background variables correlate with student achievement, which indirectly 
effects student performance on the ACT. Furthermore, it also indicates that students will 
perform at higher levels on the ACT if they are not economically disadvantaged or are from 
families with higher education levels (Noble, Roberts, & Sawyer, 2006).  
The socioeconomic composition of a school may affect student achievement in several 
ways. First, achievement is affected through the resources available in different types of schools 
such as the quality of the teachers within the schools and differential expectations of students. 
High poverty schools tend to have a higher percentage of new teachers, teachers with fewer 
credentials, and teachers who are less effective than middle class schools (Clotfelter, Ladd, & 
Vigdor, 2007). Ingersoll (2005) found that more non-certified teachers work in high poverty 
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schools and that this decreases the students’ opportunities to learn. In addition to having lower 
educational qualifications and experience, teachers in low-income schools may also have lower 
expectations for low-income students and a less challenging curriculum (Rumberger & Palardy, 
2005). Studies examining home and school influences consistently find that individual 
socioeconomic status exerts a powerful influence on achievement (Caldas & Bankston, 1998; 
Coleman, 1966).  
Race/Ethnicity. This study’s findings also confirmed the majority of research focused on 
student achievement and race. As reported in previous chapters, students from low-income 
ethnically diverse subgroups are underrepresented in advanced coursework while their high-
achieving White counterparts are overrepresented (Burney & Beilke, 2008). Racially 
imbalanced minority schools often have higher proportions of low-income children and fewer 
resources than schools with more White students. This leads some to argue that when 
controlling for racial balance, it is the socioeconomic composition of the student body that 
predicts achievement, not the racial balance (Ryabov & VanHook, 2007). 
Additionally, this study found that the principal’s race/ethnicity was marginally 
associated with student achievement. Among White principals, ACT scores were higher. 
However, it should be noted that this study’s sample contained very few non-White principals 
(n=7).   
GMS and ACT composite scores. Adjusting for these characteristics did not significantly 
alter the lack of an association between GMS and ACT scores as previously seen in this study. 
Adding GMS to the regression equation contributed less than 1% to the variance of the model. 
Incorporating additional principal and school characteristics into the regression model did not 
modify the lack of an association between GMS and student achievement.  
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EOC composite score. The percent of students receiving free and reduced price lunch 
and percent of minority students were the strongest predictors of student achievement. As seen 
with the ACT composite score, there was a negative relationship between the variables and 
EOC composite scores. In addition, school size was found to be marginally negatively 
associated with student achievement.  
The North Carolina Supreme Court in Leandro v. State (1997) defined education as one 
in which a student receives an academic performance level at or above Level III (proficient) on 
the end-of-course (EOC) tests. In order to earn a high school diploma, students must score at 
Level III or above on standardized, end-of-course (EOC) tests. A study conducted by the North 
Carolina Justice Center (2010), shows that the achievement gap for EOC tests between White 
students and African American, Hispanic, and Native American students has not changed in ten 
years.  
School Size. The findings in this study related to school size are consistent with the 
majority of the literature. Arguments for smaller school sizes are prominent. The first argues 
that small schools facilitate a sense of community within them, allowing students and teachers 
to interact in ways that promote achievement. Schools that have lower socioeconomic students 
and more minority students tend to gain more from smaller schools than higher socioeconomic 
schools and schools with fewer minorities (Lee & Smith, 2005). 
The second argument asserts that large schools create a sense of alienation as teachers 
and students have few personal interactions, while smaller schools create a sense of community 
that is necessary for some students to achieve (Noguera, 2002). Noguera (2002) examined 
common characteristics among high schools with high concentrations of low income and 
minority students. He found that the most successful schools were small schools. He contends 
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that children in smaller schools feel closer to the staff and are able to confide in them with more 
ease (Noguera, 2002). 
GMS and EOC composite scores. In the multi-variable setting, the principal’s global-
mindedness was not identified as a significant predictor of student achievement. Global-
mindedness contributed less than 3% of the variation of EOC scores after considering the 
percent of student receiving free and reduced price lunch and the percent minority students. 
Adjustment for all of the potential confounders did not alter the findings.  
Graduation rate. Consistent with the EOC composite score findings, percent of students 
receiving free and reduced price lunch, percent of minority students, and school size were 
negatively associated with student achievement. However, it was found that the principal’s 
leadership experience was also negatively associated with student achievement.  
The most recent state graduation rate report shows that North Carolina has been making 
slow but steady progress in boosting the percentage of students graduating high school (North 
Carolina Department of Public Instruction, 2013). Between the years of 2006 and 2013, the rate 
of high school students graduating (in four years) increased from 68.3% to 82.5%. However, 
substantial gaps in graduation rates still exist among Whites (87.1%), Blacks (79.9%), and 
Hispanics (77.4%) (North Carolina Department of Public Instruction, 2013). 
As in other states, North Carolina’s economic future depends on preparing students of 
every racial and ethnic background for college and/or workforce success. Although the state has 
succeeded at raising its high school graduation rates, it has failed to substantially close gaps in 
this rate between Black and White students, between Hispanic and White students, and between 
the economically poor and advantaged. 
Leadership years. This study found that the number of a principal’s year of experience 
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was negatively associated with student achievement. This seems counterintuitive; however, 
Rowan and Denk (1984), Phelps (2000), and Bruggink (2001) also found an inverse relationship 
between principal tenure and student achievement. It can be hypothesized that tenured 
principals are typically assigned to lower performing schools in order to raise achievement. This 
is a current trend in the U.S. whereby principals in low-achieving or high poverty, minority 
schools, typically transfer to less challenging schools as they gain experience (Béteille, 
Kalogrides, & Loeb, 2012). 
Ultimately, it is the principal who is responsible for the success or failure of the school. 
Although teachers and students both play a role in the school’s success, the final responsibility 
falls on the principal. The 21st century principal must possess the characteristics, skills, and 
abilities that effectively improve student achievement. The role expectations of the principal 
have prompted an increase in research regarding the effectiveness of the school principal. In 
particular, educational researchers are investigating what behaviors, characteristics, 
responsibilities, processes, and leadership styles are associated with an effective principal as it 
relates to student performance (Leithwood & Riehl, 2003). 
Number of languages. The principal’s number of fluent languages was positively, 
though marginally, associated with student achievement. This is consistent with Hett (1993) 
who found only a slight relationship between second language proficiency and global-
mindedness. It could be hypothesized that speaking a second language is a function of the times 
in which these principals grew up. Even today, the state North Carolina does not require a world 
language in order to graduate high school; this is a district-based decision. It should be 
emphasized that the sample only yielded a small number of principals who spoke a second 
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language (n=3), therefore, the relationship between second language and global-mindedness is 
still a concept to be explored. 
GMS and graduation rates. Global-mindedness was not identified as a significant 
predictor of student success in the multiple regression models. When principal and school 
characteristics were considered, the principal’s global-mindedness score failed to show a 
significant relationship with student achievement.  
Summary. Overall, the principal’s global-mindedness as quantified in this study failed 
to show associations with student achievement. Controlling for other factors in multivariable 
analyses did not change this finding. As reported in multiple sources of investigations, it is not 
surprising that student achievement was predicted by the percentage of students receiving free 
and reduced price lunch and minority status.    
Implications and Recommendations for Educational Leaders 
School leaders must demonstrate many kinds of leadership—instructional, cultural, 
managerial, strategic, micropolitical, and technological (International Society for Technology in 
Education, 2015). Increased levels of accountability, and organizational and political 
complexities have further complicated educational leadership to the point where the role of a 
school leader is very different in the 21st century. This argument is supported by the Educational 
Leadership Policy Standards (The Council of Chief State School Officers, 2008), which states, 
“These mounting demands are rewriting administrators’ job descriptions every year, making 
them more complex than ever.” (p. 3) Even with mounting complexities, school leadership has 
been shown to be critical to student success (Leithwood et al., 2004). This section uses the 
approach to successful leadership as designed by Leithwood et al. (2004) coupled with the 
characteristics of global-mindedness as defined by Hett (1993) as a way to conceptualize 
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leading global awareness in today’s schools. These steps are: (1) setting a vision; (2) developing 
people through professional development collaboration; and (3) redesigning the organization to 
allow for successful implementation of policy. These approaches characterize the type of 
leadership and direction that principals in this study reported as being absent in implementing 
global awareness and perspectives.  
Understanding the basic core of effective school leadership provides leaders with a 
foundation for thinking about an expanded epistemic frame of leadership. The conceptual 
framework for this study acknowledges the importance of the basic leadership core outlined by 
Leithwood et al. (2004), which is complimented by Hett’s (1993) global-mindedness research. 
It is argued that leading change in teaching and learning for the 21st century requires more than 
basic leadership. Educational leaders need to develop leadership skills, knowledge and attitudes 
encompassing systems thinking, types of change, and theories of action. In order to 
communicate a global vision for learning, school leaders must have a clear conceptualization of 
teaching and learning in the 21st century—one that understands the complexities that students 
face in the global world. 
Educational leaders and organizations must begin to focus on globalization in a new and 
more meaningful way. They must reach beyond provincialism, beyond the competitive drive to 
be the best in the world or in their state, and seek to be the best they can be as leaders in global 
education. Given this nation’s history and the politics of the day, that will be a colossal task, but 
a needed one for all levels of education. These same leaders and organizations need to reach out 
to the other facets of society, including parents, industries, and institutions. Collaborating with 
other stakeholders will bring about influences that help prepare students for their futures within 
their local and global communities.  
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Vision. Another dominant theme derived from this study was the need for a clearly 
articulated vision. A school that seeks to promote the acquisition of 21st century skills must 
define student outcomes that are adaptable to the unknown variables of the future and focus on 
lifelong learning. These outcomes must drive a vision that is embedded with fidelity into school 
programs and practices. The data from this study suggests that principals are lacking a systemic 
clarity of vision.  
Measurable Outcomes. Leaders need to incorporate 21st century skills into school 
improvement plans and create measurable goals that are continuously monitored. Throughout 
the data collected in this study, the principals conveyed a comfort level with 21st century 
learning, but many were unclear about how to actualize these ideas. Similarly, while the 
majority of principals stated that they were comfortable using technology primarily for personal 
productivity, developing a vision for 21st century learning will require discovery of how new 
tools aid in the learning process. This understanding will require principals to engage in 
immersive learning with digital media.  
Professional Development. In viewing the results this study’s data, this researcher 
recommends principals have the opportunity to better develop an understanding of leadership 
behaviors needed to positively influence both school culture and student achievement. 
Professional development opportunities to support best practices of 21st century learning within 
a school can be a vehicle for principals and district leaders in this global paradigm shift. 
Findings from this study suggest school administrators and other educational leaders move 
beyond standard methods of professional development and begin to examine other ways to 
maximize the school day for staff and student learning. For example, principals could benefit 
from the development of hybrid schedules so that professional development occurs each day 
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within a school schedule. This technique, coupled with varying the length of classes for 
students, has the potential for creating the time needed to more fully address 21st century skills. 
Collaboration. Meaningful learning, with or without technology tools, is associated 
with a social constructivist learning environment. While a few principals in this study shared 
examples of effective learning environments in their schools, it was found to be more the 
exception than the norm. Without a shift in learning environments, it will continue to be 
challenging for students to acquire deep conceptual understanding of content. It is suggested 
that principals visit and have conversations with other educators who embrace effective 
pedagogies and have created meaningful learning environments. Principals should work with 
other educators to better understand how they teach and how they can work collaboratively to 
grow classroom innovations throughout the school. Examples of this type of collaboration could 
be in the form of a cultural exchange program whereby principals visit other schools in another 
country with the purpose of expanding their understanding of meaningful learning. In order for 
meaningful learning to be the new norm throughout the state, it will be critical for principals to 
think systemically and develop a mechanism for sharing exemplars more broadly, moving 
meaningful learning practices beyond the confines of isolated classrooms and schools. This 
researcher recommends that today’s leaders embrace technological tools and the benefits of 
connecting with various parts of the globe. For example, using a platform such as Skype, a 
principal could virtually walk the grounds of a school in China, take part in a professional 
development in South Africa, or exchange ideas with another principal in Brazil. The 
opportunities are limitless.  
Policy. School reform and national school policy have attempted to tackle the need for 
21st century skills through the creation of common standards and measures of success. 
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However, these efforts have failed to provide a clear direction for today’s leaders. As indicated 
by principals in this study, the leaders of today do not feel adequately prepared or supported to 
infuse global awareness and 21st century learning into curriculum and instruction. Principals 
voiced concerns relating to the lack of direction from state authorities and an ambiguity in 
today’s educational policy. This lack of definition in problem and solution creates great concern 
for leaders. Leaders want solutions— as do teachers, students, school boards, and other 
stakeholders. Therefore, it is this researcher’s recommendation that today’s educational leaders 
team up with a local or national school reform agency. Some of the leading agencies include: 
School Reform Initiative (SRI), The Center on Education Policy (CEP), and Alliance for 
Excellent Education. These agencies are tasked with researching and evaluating a multitude of 
educational realities in order to provide a clearer, better perspective to educators. For example 
Alliance for Excellent Education has a branch devoted to helping educational leaders interpret 
what ‘preparing students to be globally competitive’ means and the actions that leaders can take 
in order to best prepare students (Alliance for Excellent Education, 2015). This kind of 
collaboration would help leaders to advocate for their students while simultaneously performing 
the daily duties that the job demands. 
This study’s analysis also points to the importance of strong leadership in implementing 
and achieving North Carolina’s education goals. The state has outlined goals for increasing 
student achievement and competencies required for a successful life in the 21st century. Being 
able to implement these goals requires today’s educational leaders at the district and school 
level to have a common and clear understanding of the direction for global-awareness initiatives 
and ideals. After all, it is the leadership of the principal that is responsible for bringing these 
goals to fruition. This researcher recommends that today’s leaders read relevant literature and 
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research. For example, educational leaders could greatly benefit from reading a descriptive case 
study of a school that has already made the commitment to 21st century skills. In addition to the 
reading, leaders could consider these researched implications to adapt the programs and 
practices to their own contexts. 
Another area of policy implications is the effort to improve the academic curricular 
offerings for all school districts in North Carolina. Prior research shows that a focus on 
academic achievement coupled with high expectations for student success promotes increased 
student performance (Darling-Hammond, et al., 2008; Marzano, Waters, & McNulty, 2005). 
Additionally, the research has suggested that by offering a more rigorous curriculum, students 
rise to meet the high expectation. Therefore, today’s leaders should focus on providing students 
with a more rigorous curriculum and course offerings that relate directly to the 21st century 
outcomes as adopted by the state of North Carolina. Examples could be: offering AP courses, 
incorporating a STEM focus, adopting a 1:1 technology initiative, or utilizing technology to 
offer virtual programs and courses of study to students. 
A final area of implications for policy is related to the availability and kind of data that 
is used to measure and track student achievement. Due to the absence of additional, more 
descriptive student achievement data across high schools in North Carolina, this study used 
ACT, EOC, and graduation rates as a proxy for measuring student success. North Carolina 
Department of Public Instruction uses many data systems for tracking student performance. 
However, policy makers should attempt to design a better and more complete way to measure 
student achievement. The measures that are currently being used are quantitative in nature and 
do not represent a holistic picture of an individual student. 
Summary. Embracing these recommendations have the potential to result in an 
	   195 
expanded epistemic frame of educational leadership. The primary responsibilities of principals 
are to envision and enact the future (Leithwood et al., 2003). Significant changes in the teaching 
and learning process require school leaders to embrace a form of leadership that is grounded in 
setting direction, developing people, and redesigning the organization.  
Given that the principal as a critical player in determining the success of any program 
within the school, certainly his or her role in initiating and/or sustaining a successful global 
focus will be pivotal to student success. Thus, a principal’s global-mindedness is critical factor 
in determining any global focus that is initiated or sustained within the school. 
Limitations and Recommendations for Future Research 
This research is framed around the imperative of ensuring educational leaders can 
develop a critical, global perspective of education; however, more research needs to be done to 
understand how leaders interpret, model, and lead the change. There are various ways in which 
this branch of study should be extended in order to contribute to literature. 
Diverse population. Due to the limited scope of North Carolina principals, additional 
research conducted in other areas of the country, particularly those with more cultural diversity 
and experience, may yield different results. North Carolina’s population of high school 
principals may be more homogeneous, and may represent a lower level of global-mindedness 
compared to other regions of the nation.  
Data collection. While technology provides cost effective, timely communication and 
the collection of data, and on-line surveys provide ease of implementation for the researcher, 
this may have limited the number of respondents. Technology-based limitations included the 
blocking of emails by districts using firewalls to limit spam and solicitations. Also, limitations 
included respondents’ inability or unfamiliarity with online survey instruments. Emails may 
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have been deleted by the user or classified as spam or solicitation that was not stopped by the 
district firewall settings. It is recommended that future research utilize additional means of data 
gathering, including interviews, focus groups, and broader survey approaches. 
Furthermore, in terms of different forms of data collection, this research study was 
designed to gather numerical data in relation to time spent abroad. Certainly the types of 
experiences that one encounters differ greatly from a study abroad program to a family 
vacation. Therefore, future studies should solicit additional qualitative data that provides 
detailed, descriptive responses identifying the length and types of the types of cultural or 
personal experiences abroad as well as the knowledge gained as compared to less extensive 
travel experiences or time spent abroad.  
Larger population. The effect size found in this study for global-mindedness and 
student achievement was small. The correlations ranged from 0.11 with ACT composite scores, 
to 0.06 with EOC composite scores, to a low of less than 0.01 with graduation rates. The power 
to detect effects this low was extremely small given the limited sample size of principals 
responding to the survey. For example, the power to detect r=0.10, using a two-tailed alpha 
level of 0.05 is 12%. If the effect size were a more moderate level, say r=0.30 (as found in the 
stratified analysis for White principals), the power would have been greater (65%), but still not 
desirable. In order to detect a small effect size (ES=0.10) as found in the current study with 80% 
power, a sample size of 800 would be needed. Clearly, this would not be possible with a 
research design limited to high school principals in the state of North Carolina. Therefore, it is 
recommended that a similar study be conducted with a much larger population in order to 
confirm or reject the findings of this study. 
	   197 
Longitudinal approach. The cross-sectional study design provided an assessment at 
one point in time, which may not illustrate long-term effects. The effects of a principal’s 
leadership may take many years to be realized. While the present study restricted the analyses to 
principals who had been in their current position for at least 2 years, this time frame may not 
have been sufficient to see differences in achievement attributable to the principal. A 
longitudinal approach may be better suited to examine the temporal effects of a principal’s 
global-mindedness on student achievement.     
Additionally, this research study measured student achievement at a school level and not 
at the student level. It is recommended that future research track a school’s progress over time 
to see if that school was able to improve student achievement to better measure the influence of 
a principal’s global-mindedness. 
School level. Much of the research on 21st century learning and on global awareness 
relates to high schools. Studies that focus on elementary programs and practices are less 
common. What skills and attitudes are essential for elementary students to learn in order to be 
prepared for 21st century learning in high school? It is recommended that additional research 
focus on the exploration of this question. 
Student Achievement Measures. The three measures of student achievement in this 
research study are commonly used across the field of education. However, they all rely on 
indirect measures of school, teacher, and principal performance. For example, an increase in a 
test score is typically marked as evidence of student learning. Future research should focus on 
other measures of student achievement, such as formative assessments, portfolio review, 
cultural competencies, and curriculum-based methods for documenting knowledge of standards. 
Leadership preparation. Future research should also be focused on leadership 
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programs in higher education. Leadership programs tend to focus on leading traditional reform 
models. How is the research on educational change incorporated into programs so that new 
school leaders acquire the necessary knowledge, skills, and attitudes for an expanded frame of 
leadership in the 21st century? With an expanded frame of educational leadership, higher 
education programs will make reinventing education a valuable component of programs. Future 
research will help inform higher educational leadership programs and how they prepare leaders 
for change. 
Conclusion 
The researcher intended for the findings from this study to be used to assist school 
leaders with promoting global-minded education by illustrating the benefit for advancing 
student achievement, which also addresses issues of equity for educators and students around 
the world. This research indicates principals are still struggling with the conceptualization of 
global-mindedness and its implications for teaching and learning. Responses suggest the 
conceptualization is more grounded in theory and there are many opportunities to operationalize 
the concepts in schools. Therefore, it is essential that current and prospective school leaders be 
provided with the educational tools and experiences that facilitate opportunities for reflection 
and the development of global-mindedness. In addition to supporting the use of Hett’s (1993) 
Global-Mindedness Scale (GMS) as a tool for understanding and identifying the development of 
the dimensions of global-mindedness, the findings from this study may be useful for assisting 
school leaders and educators at all levels in identifying and understanding the dimensions of 
global-mindedness as a first step in the journey towards developing a global perspective of 
education to better address the challenges and complexities of life in the 21st century.  
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Studies conducted by the Asia Society (2013) and Goldman Sachs (2003) suggest 
knowledge about the rest of the world is no longer a luxury; it is a necessity. This is especially 
true of school leaders preparing for success and leadership in today’s world, and it emphasizes 
the importance of developing a global-mindset to ensure the development of appropriate 
educational frameworks that balance the complex forces of life in a globalized world. For 
leaders, educators, and policy makers at all levels, there is an urgent need to consider and 
implement globally-focused educational policies, frameworks, and practices that espouse a 
critical theory perspective and the development of global perspectives. In the world of the 21st 
century and beyond, students will continue to fall behind if education is not organized with a 
global context in mind. Therefore, societies must ensure that current and prospective school 
leaders are provided with the opportunities, experiences, and necessary support to develop, 
understand, and embody a global-mindset.  
In summary, it is recommended that educational leaders continue to develop their vision 
for teaching and learning in the 21st century. To acquire a deeper understanding of the skills 
outlined in frameworks and standards, these leaders should seek opportunities to learn more 
about meaningful learning in the 21st century and the accompanying instructional practices that 
will best prepare students.  
By engaging in this work, leaders will be able to more clearly define their beliefs about 
schools, teaching and learning, and use their ideals to provide guidance to teachers on effective 
instructional practices. Working with others at all levels of the educational system is an 
important factor in change efforts. School leaders alone cannot develop, define, and implement 
this global vision of learning. Educational leaders need to work with others to bring meaningful 
learning to scale. Whether collaborating with peers or other community stakeholders, 
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educational leaders must engage the kind of analysis and reflection that Hett (1993) and other 
global education research studies have provided. 
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Appendix A: Partnership for 21st Century Skills Framework 	  
 
 
(Partnership for 21st Century Skills, 2011) 
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Appendix B: Future-Ready Students: Goals for the 21st Century 
 
(North Carolina State Board of Education, 2008) 
	   204 
Appendix C: Characteristics of Global-Mindedness 
1. Possession of certain personal attributes: Tend to be inquisitive, flexible, tolerant of 
ambiguity, and open-minded; seeks opportunities for hearing the “other” and for 
learning about those different from themselves. 
2. Belief in the unity of humanity: Have looked within and in that self-reflection, have 
found their own connection to the larger world community; are aware of the common 
thread that links them to other people everywhere; and feel a sense of global belonging. 
3. Are cultural pluralists: Understand culture and how it influences worldview and 
behavior and, more than this find great pleasure in the diversity and challenge that cross-
cultural experiences have brought into their lives. 
4. Oppose prejudice: Reject all forms of prejudice, including ethnocentrism, chauvinism, 
and racial prejudice because they see beyond the superficialities of culture, color, 
religion, etc., to the essence of a shared human experience on earth. 
5. Are activists: Live their vision by acting; have a sense of empowerment; believe in the 
importance of doing something; whether in one’s own community or on a global level; 
possess a sense that they can make a difference. 
6. Exhibit environmental concern: Are concerned for the well being of the planet. 
7. Understand the interconnectedness of the global community: Feel a sense of kinship and 
connectedness with the human family and see the benefits of this growing 
interconnection for their own culture of nation. 
8. Have a sense of responsibility and care, are aware of their role within an extended 
community, feel a sense of responsibility towards the global community. 
9. Possess additional language ability: believe that second language ability is important in 
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order to be able to make switches internally to other frames of reference or worldviews. 
10. Seek to learn: are active seekers of information about the global arena through reading, 
meeting people from other countries, and taking classes which have an international 
focus. 
11. Possess a futurist perspective: have a long term perspective and try to be cognizant of 
the future. 
(Hett, 1993) 
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Appendix D: Hett’s Global-Mindedness Scale (GMS) 
 
Dear Principal:  
  
In an effort to understand how principals in NC are responding to challenges in the 21st century, 
I am conducting a survey of all current principals as part of my doctoral dissertation at UNC-
Chapel Hill. NCDPI provided your name and contact information to enable you to receive this 
survey. This voluntary research study is designed to gather information on principals’ attitudes 
towards a variety of topics related to the world. There are no right or wrong answers, and your 
responses will be combined with those of other NC principals. Your opinions are very valuable 
and all answers will be kept entirely confidential. You will not be identified and all responses 
will be presented in aggregate. 
  
I know your time is very limited, but your input is very important in informing NCDPI of the 
needs of high school principals. The majority of this survey will require you to rate a question 
on a scale (strongly disagree to strongly agree). You should be able to complete the survey in 10 
minutes or less. 
  
For each survey completed, $1.00 will be donated to a charity that you choose AND you will be 
entered into a prize drawing for a $100 Target gift card. Additionally, results of the survey will 
be made available to you by checking the appropriate response at the end of the survey. 
  
Thank you again for your assistance!  
  
 
Betsy Sutherland  
 
 
Please indicate the charity you wish to receive the contribution for you participation. 
m Susan G. Komen for the Cure  
m Make a Wish Foundation 
m American Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals (ASPCA) 
 
 
Consent Form Version Date: 12-01-2014 
IRB Study # 14-2434 
Title of Study: Preparing students to be globally competitive in the 21st century: Exploring 
educational leader’s global-mindedness and student achievement in North Carolina public high 
schools 
Principal Investigator: Betsy Sutherland 
Principal Investigator Department: School of Education Deans Office 
Principal Investigator Phone number: 843-991-4131 
Principal Investigator Email Address: bsuther@email.unc.edu  
Faculty Advisor: Dana Thompson Dorsey 
Faculty Advisor Contact Information: 919-843-5249 
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What if you have questions about this study? 
You have the right to ask, and have answered, any questions you may have about this research. 
If you have questions about the study (including payments), complaints, concerns, or if a 
research-related injury occurs, you should contact the principal investigator listed above.  
 
What if you have questions about your rights as a research participant? 
All research on human volunteers is reviewed by a committee that works to protect your rights 
and welfare.  If you have questions or concerns about your rights as a research subject, or if you 
would like to obtain information or offer input, you may contact the Institutional Review Board 
at 919-966-3113 or by email to IRB_subjects@unc.edu. 
 
 
Directions: Please read each statement and decide whether or not you agree with it. Mark 
the response that reflects your opinion most closely. There are no correct answers.  
 
Q1 I generally find it stimulating to spend an evening with people from another country. 
m Strongly Disagree (1) 
m Disagree (2) 
m Neither Agree nor Disagree (3) 
m Agree (4) 
m Strongly Agree (5) 
 
Q2 I feel an obligation to speak out when I see our government doing something I consider 
wrong. 
m Strongly Disagree (1) 
m Disagree (2) 
m Neither Agree nor Disagree (3) 
m Agree (4) 
m Strongly Agree (5) 
 
Q3 The United States is enriched by the fact that it is comprised of many people from different 
cultures and countries.  
m Strongly Disagree (1) 
m Disagree (2) 
m Neither Agree nor Disagree (3) 
m Agree (4) 
m Strongly Agree (5) 
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Q4 Really, there is nothing I can do about the problems of the world. 
m Strongly Disagree (1) 
m Disagree (2) 
m Neither Agree nor Disagree (3) 
m Agree (4) 
m Strongly Agree (5) 
 
Q5 The needs of the United States must continue to be our highest priority in negotiating with 
other countries.  
m Strongly Disagree (1) 
m Disagree (2) 
m Neither Agree nor Disagree (3) 
m Agree (4) 
m Strongly Agree (5) 
 
Q6 I often think about the kind of world we are creating for future generations. 
m Strongly Disagree (1) 
m Disagree (2) 
m Neither Agree nor Disagree (3) 
m Agree (4) 
m Strongly Agree (5) 
 
Q7 When I hear that thousands of people are starving in an African country, I feel very 
frustrated.  
m Strongly Disagree (1) 
m Disagree (2) 
m Neither Agree nor Disagree (3) 
m Agree (4) 
m Strongly Agree (5) 
 
Q8 Americans can learn something of value from all different cultures. 
m Strongly Disagree (1) 
m Disagree (2) 
m Neither Agree nor Disagree (3) 
m Agree (4) 
m Strongly Agree (5) 
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Q9 Generally, an individual’s actions are too small to have a significant effect on the 
ecosystem. 
m Strongly Disagree (1) 
m Disagree (2) 
m Neither Agree nor Disagree (3) 
m Agree (4) 
m Strongly Agree (5) 
 
Q10 Americans should be permitted to pursue the standard of living they can afford if it has a 
slightly negative impact on the environment. 
m Strongly Disagree (1) 
m Disagree (2) 
m Neither Agree nor Disagree (3) 
m Agree (4) 
m Strongly Agree (5) 
 
Q11 I think of myself, not only as a citizen of my country, but also as a citizen of the world.  
m Strongly Disagree (1) 
m Disagree (2) 
m Neither Agree nor Disagree (3) 
m Agree (4) 
m Strongly Agree (5) 
 
Q12 When I see the condition some people in the world live under, I feel a responsibility to do 
something about it.  
m Strongly Disagree (1) 
m Disagree (2) 
m Neither Agree nor Disagree (3) 
m Agree (4) 
m Strongly Agree (5) 
 
Q13 I enjoy trying to understand peoples’ behavior in the context of their culture. 
m Strongly Disagree (1) 
m Disagree (2) 
m Neither Agree nor Disagree (3) 
m Agree (4) 
m Strongly Agree (5) 
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Q14 My opinions about national policies are based on how those policies might affect the rest 
of the world, as well as the United States.   
m Strongly Disagree (1) 
m Disagree (2) 
m Neither Agree nor Disagree (3) 
m Agree (4) 
m Strongly Agree (5) 
 
Q15 It is very important to me to choose a career in which I can have a positive effect on the 
quality of life for future generations. 
m Strongly Disagree (1) 
m Disagree (2) 
m Neither Agree nor Disagree (3) 
m Agree (4) 
m Strongly Agree (5) 
 
Q16 America’s values are probably the best. 
m Strongly Disagree (1) 
m Disagree (2) 
m Neither Agree nor Disagree (3) 
m Agree (4) 
m Strongly Agree (5) 
 
Q17 In the long run, Americans will probably benefit from the fact that the world is becoming 
more interconnected.  
m Strongly Disagree (1) 
m Disagree (2) 
m Neither Agree nor Disagree (3) 
m Agree (4) 
m Strongly Agree (5) 
 
Q18 The fact that a flood can kill 50,000 in Bangladesh is very depressing to me. 
m Strongly Disagree (1) 
m Disagree (2) 
m Neither Agree nor Disagree (3) 
m Agree (4) 
m Strongly Agree (5) 
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Q19 It is important that American universities and colleges provide programs designed to 
promote understanding among students of different ethnic and cultural backgrounds. 
m Strongly Disagree (1) 
m Disagree (2) 
m Neither Agree nor Disagree (3) 
m Agree (4) 
m Strongly Agree (5) 
 
Q20 I think my behavior can impact people in other countries. 
m Strongly Disagree (1) 
m Disagree (2) 
m Neither Agree nor Disagree (3) 
m Agree (4) 
m Strongly Agree (5) 
 
Q21 The present distribution of the world’s wealth and resources should be maintained because 
it promotes survival of the fittest. 
m Strongly Disagree (1) 
m Disagree (2) 
m Neither Agree nor Disagree (3) 
m Agree (4) 
m Strongly Agree (5) 
 
Q22 I feel a strong kinship with the worldwide human family. 
m Strongly Disagree (1) 
m Disagree (2) 
m Neither Agree nor Disagree (3) 
m Agree (4) 
m Strongly Agree (5) 
 
Q23 I feel very concerned about the lives or people who live in politically repressive regimes. 
m Strongly Disagree (1) 
m Disagree (2) 
m Neither Agree nor Disagree (3) 
m Agree (4) 
m Strongly Agree (5) 
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Q24 It is important that we educate people to understand the impact that current policies might 
have on future generations. 
m Strongly Disagree (1) 
m Disagree (2) 
m Neither Agree nor Disagree (3) 
m Agree (4) 
m Strongly Agree (5) 
 
Q25 It is not really important to me to consider myself as a member of the global community. 
m Strongly Disagree (1) 
m Disagree (2) 
m Neither Agree nor Disagree (3) 
m Agree (4) 
m Strongly Agree (5) 
 
Q26 I sometimes try to imagine how a person who is always hungry must feel. 
m Strongly Disagree (1) 
m Disagree (2) 
m Neither Agree nor Disagree (3) 
m Agree (4) 
m Strongly Agree (5) 
 
Q27 I have very little in common with people in underdeveloped nations. 
m Strongly Disagree (1) 
m Disagree (2) 
m Neither Agree nor Disagree (3) 
m Agree (4) 
m Strongly Agree (5) 
 
Q28 I am able to affect what happens on a global level by what I do in my own community. 
m Strongly Disagree (1) 
m Disagree (2) 
m Neither Agree nor Disagree (3) 
m Agree (4) 
m Strongly Agree (5) 
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Q29 I sometimes feel irritated with people from other countries because they don’t understand 
how we do things here. 
m Strongly Disagree (1) 
m Disagree (2) 
m Neither Agree nor Disagree (3) 
m Agree (4) 
m Strongly Agree (5) 
 
Q30 Americans have a moral obligation to share their wealth with the less fortunate people of 
the world. 
m Strongly Disagree (1) 
m Disagree (2) 
m Neither Agree nor Disagree (3) 
m Agree (4) 
m Strongly Agree (5) 
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Appendix E: North Carolina Standards for Schools Executives (Principal Evaluation) 
 
North Carolina Standards for School Executives
???????????????????????????????????????????
????????????????
A New Vision of School Leadership 
Public education’s changed mission dictates the need 
for a new type of school leader – an executive instead 
of an administrator.  No longer are school leaders just 
maintaining the status quo by managing complex 
operations, but just like their colleagues in business, 
they must be able to create schools as organizations that 
can learn and change quickly if they are to improve 
performance.  Schools need executives who are adept at 
creating systems for change and at building 
relationships with and across staff that not only tap into 
the collective knowledge and insight they possess but 
powerful relationships that also stir their passions for 
their work with children. Out of these relationships the 
executive must create among staff a common shared 
understanding for the purpose of the work of the 
school, its values that direct its action, and commitment 
and ownership of a set of beliefs and goals that focus 
everyone’s decision making.  The staff’s common 
understanding of the school’s identity empowers them 
to seek and build powerful alliances and partnerships 
with students, parents and community stakeholders in 
order to enhance their ability to produce increased 
student achievement.  The successful work of the new 
executive will only be realized in the creation of a 
culture in which leadership is distributed and 
encouraged with teachers, which consists of open, 
honest communication, which is focused on the use of 
data, teamwork, research-based best practices, and 
which uses modern tools to drive ethical and principled, 
goal-oriented action. This culture of disciplined thought 
and action is rooted in the ability of the relationships 
among all stakeholders to build a trusting, transparent 
environment that reduces all stakeholders’ sense of 
vulnerability as they address the challenges of 
transformational change. 
Philosophical Foundations of the 
Standards
The standards are predicated on the following beliefs: 
Today schools must have proactive school 
executives who possess a great sense of urgency. 
The goal of school leadership is to transform 
schools so that large-scale, sustainable, continuous 
improvement becomes built in to their mode of 
operation. 
The moral purpose of school leadership is to 
create schools in which all students learn, the 
gap between high and low performance is 
greatly diminished and what students learn will 
prepare them for success in their futures, not 
ours.
Leadership is not a position or a person.  It is a 
practice that must be embedded in all job roles 
at all levels of the school district. 
The work of leadership is about working with, 
for and through people.  It is a social act.  
Whether we are discussing instructional 
leadership, change leadership or leadership as 
learning, people are always the medium for the 
leader. 
Leadership is not about doing everything 
oneself but it is always about creating 
processes and systems that will cause 
everything to happen.   
Leadership is about the executive’s ability to 
select and develop a strong executive staff 
whose complementary strengths promote 
excellence in all seven functions of leadership 
identified in this document. 
The concept of leadership is extremely 
complex and systemic in nature.  Isolating the 
parts of leadership completely misses the 
power of the whole.  It is not just knowing 
what to do, but why to do it, how to do it and 
when to do it. 
Within a school district there are nested 
leadership systems (local boards of education, 
central office, school, and classroom).  For the 
organization to be successful these systems 
must be aligned and supportive, and function 
as a team.
Leadership is about setting direction, aligning 
and motivating people to implement positive 
sustained improvement. 
Leaders bring their “person” to the practice of 
leadership.  Matching the context of leadership 
to the “person” of the individual is important to 
the success of the leader. 
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Intended Purposes of the Standards 
The North Carolina School Executive Standards have 
been developed as a guide for principals and assistant 
principals as they continually reflect upon and 
improve their effectiveness as leaders throughout all 
of the stages of their careers.  Although there are 
many influences on a school executive’s 
development, these standards will serve as an 
important tool for principals and assistant principals 
as they consider their growth and development as 
executives leading schools in the 21st century.  Taken 
as a whole these standards, practices and 
competencies are overwhelming.  One might ask, 
“How can one person possess all of these?”  The 
answer is, one person cannot. It is, therefore, imperative
that a school executive understands the importance of 
building an executive team that has complementary 
skills.  The more diversity that exists on the team the 
more likely the team will be to demonstrate high 
performance in all critical function areas.  The main 
responsibility of the school executive is to create 
aligned systems of leadership throughout the school 
and its community. 
In addition, these standards will serve other 
audiences and purposes.  These standards will: 
Inform higher education programs in developing 
the content and requirements of school executive 
degree programs; 
Focus the goals and objectives of districts as 
they support, monitor and evaluate their school 
executives;
Guide professional development for school 
executives;
Serve as a tool in developing coaching and 
mentoring programs for school executives. 
Organization of the Standards 
Each standard is formatted as follows: 
Standard:  The standard is the broad category of 
the executive’s knowledge and skills. 
Summary:  The summary more fully describes 
the content and rationale of each Standard. 
Practices:  The practices are statements of what 
one would see an effective executive doing in 
each Standard.  The lists of practices are not 
meant to be exhaustive. 
Artifacts:  The artifacts are evidence of the 
quality of the executive’s work or places where 
evidence can be found in each Standard.  
Collectively they could be the components of a 
performance portfolio.  The lists of artifacts are 
not meant to be exhaustive. 
Competencies:   Although not articulated, there 
are many obvious competencies inherent in the 
practices of each critical leadership function.  
This document concludes with a list of those 
competencies which may not be obvious but that 
support practice in multiple leadership functions. 
The Seven Standards of Executive 
Leadership and Their Connection 
Relevant national reports and research in the field 
focused on identifying the practices of leadership that 
impact student achievement were considered in the 
development of these standards.  Particularly helpful 
were the Maryland Instructional Leadership 
Framework, and work by the Wallace Foundation, 
the Mid-continental Regional Education Laboratory, 
the Charlotte Advocates for Education and the 
Southern Regional Education Board.  Work by the 
National Staff Development Council, the National 
Association of Secondary School Principals, the 
National Association of Elementary School 
Principals, the National Middle School Association, 
the Interstate School Leader Licensure Consortium, 
and the National Policy Board for Educational 
Administration Education Leadership Constituent 
Council were also considered in the development of 
these standards.  Additionally, input was solicited 
from stakeholders and leaders in the field. 
The seven critical standards used as the framework 
for the North Carolina School Executive Standards 
are borrowed from a Wallace Foundation study, 
Making Sense of Leading Schools: A Study of the 
School Principalship (2003). Unlike many current 
efforts that look at all of the things principals “might” 
or “should” do, this study examined what principals 
actually do. As such, it is grounded in practice, 
exploits story and narrative, and supports the 
distribution of leadership rather than the “hero 
leader.”  
North Carolina’s Standards for School Executives are 
interrelated and connect in executives’ practice.  
They are not intended to isolate competencies or 
practices.  Executives’ abilities in each standard will 
impact their ability to perform effectively in other 
standard areas.  For example, the ability of an 
executive to evaluate and develop staff will directly 
impact the school’s ability to reach its goals and will 
also impact the norms of the culture of the school. 
School executives are responsible for ensuring that 
leadership happens in all seven critical areas, but they 
don’t have to provide it.  
The standards and their practices follow. 
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Standard 1:  Strategic Leadership 
Summary:  School executives will create conditions 
that result in strategically re-imaging the school’s 
vision, mission, and goals in the 21st century. 
Understanding that schools ideally prepare students 
for an unseen but not altogether unpredictable future, 
the leader creates a climate of inquiry that challenges 
the school community to continually re-purpose itself 
by building on its core values and beliefs about its 
preferred future and then developing a pathway to 
reach it.
Practices:  The school executive practices effective 
strategic leadership when he or she: 
Is able to share a vision of the changing world in 
the 21st century that schools are preparing children 
to enter; 
Systematically challenges the status quo by 
leading change with potentially beneficial 
outcomes; 
Systematically considers new ways of 
accomplishing tasks and is comfortable with 
major changes in how processes are implemented; 
Utilizes data from the NC Teacher Working 
Conditions Survey in developing the framework 
for continual improvement in the School 
Improvement Plan; 
Is a driving force behind major initiatives that help 
students acquire 21st century skills; 
Creates with all stakeholders a vision for the 
school that captures peoples’ attention and 
imagination; 
Creates processes that provide for the periodic 
review and revision of the school’s vision, 
mission, and strategic goals by all school 
stakeholders; 
Creates processes to ensure the school’s identity 
(vision, mission, values, beliefs and goals) 
actually drive decisions and inform the culture of 
the school; 
Adheres to statutory requirements regarding the 
School Improvement Plan; 
Facilitates the collaborative development of 
annual school improvement plans to realize 
strategic goals and objectives; 
Facilitates the successful execution of the school 
improvement plan aligned to the mission and 
goals set by the State Board of Education; 
Facilitates the implementation of state education 
policy inside the school’s classrooms; 
Facilitates the setting of high, concrete goals and 
the expectations that all students meet them; 
Communicates strong professional beliefs about 
schools, teaching, and learning that reflect latest 
research and best practice in preparing students 
for success in college or in work; 
Creates processes to distribute leadership 
throughout the school. 
Artifacts: 
Degree to which school improvement plan 
strategies are implemented, assessed and 
modified 
Evidence of an effectively functioning, elected 
School Improvement Team 
NC Teacher Working Conditions Survey 
School improvement plan, its alignment with 
district and state strategic priorities, and a plan 
for growth on items of concern as evidenced in 
the NC TWC Survey 
The degree to which staff can articulate the 
school’s direction and focus 
Student testing data 
Standard 2:  Instructional Leadership
Summary:  School executives will set high standards 
for the professional practice of 21st century instruction 
and assessment that result in a no nonsense accountable 
environment.  The school executive must be 
knowledgeable of best instructional and school 
practices and must use this knowledge to cause the 
creation of collaborative structures within the school for 
the design of highly engaging schoolwork for students, 
the on-going peer review of this work and the sharing 
of this work throughout the professional community.    
Practices:  The school executive practices effective 
instructional leadership when he or she: 
Focuses his or her own and others’ attention 
persistently and publicly on learning and teaching 
by initiating and guiding conversations about 
instruction and student learning that are oriented 
towards high expectations and concrete goals; 
Creates an environment of practiced distributive 
leadership and teacher empowerment; 
Demonstrates knowledge of 21st century 
curriculum, instruction, and assessment by leading 
or participating in meetings with teachers and 
parents where these topics are discussed, and/or 
holding frequent formal or informal conversations 
with students, staff and parents around these topics; 
Ensures that there is an appropriate and logical 
alignment between the curriculum of the school and 
the state’s accountability program; 
Creates processes and schedules that facilitate the 
collaborative (team) design, sharing, evaluation, 
and archiving of rigorous, relevant, and engaging  
instructional lessons that ensure students acquire 
essential knowledge; 
Challenges staff to reflect deeply on and define 
what knowledge, skills and concepts are essential to 
the complete educational development of students; 
Creates processes for collecting and using student 
test data and other formative data from other 
sources for the improvement of instruction; 
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4
Creates processes for identifying, benchmarking 
and providing students access to a variety of 21st
century instructional tools (e.g., technology) and 
best practices for meeting diverse student needs; 
Creates processes that ensure the strategic 
allocation and use of resources to meet instructional 
goals and support teacher needs; 
Creates processes to provide formal feedback to 
teachers concerning the effectiveness of their 
classroom instruction; 
Creates processes that protect teachers from issues 
and influences that would detract from their 
instructional time; 
Systematically and frequently observes in 
classrooms and engages in conversation with 
students about their learning. 
Artifacts: 
School improvement plan 
NC Teacher Working Conditions Survey 
Student achievement data 
Dropout data 
Teacher retention data 
Documented use of formative assessment 
instruments to impact instruction 
Development and communication of goal-
oriented personalized education plans for 
identified students (ESOL, exceptional 
children, Level I and Level II children) 
Evidence of the team development and 
evaluation of classroom lessons 
Standard 3:  Cultural Leadership
Summary:   School executives will understand and 
act on the understanding of the important role a 
school’s culture contributes to the exemplary 
performance of the school.  School executives 
must support and value the traditions, artifacts, 
symbols and positive values and norms of the 
school and community that result in a sense of 
identity and pride upon which to build a positive 
future.  A school executive must be able to 
“reculture” the school if needed to align with 
school’s goals of improving student and adult 
learning and to infuse the work of the adults and 
students with passion, meaning and purpose.  
Cultural leadership implies understanding the 
school as the people in it each day, how they came 
to their current state, and how to connect with their 
traditions in order to move them forward to 
support the school’s efforts to achieve individual 
and collective goals. 
Practices:  The school executive practices 
effective cultural leadership when he or she: 
Creates a collaborative work environment 
predicated on site-based management that 
supports the “team” as the basic unit of learning 
and decision-making within the school and 
promotes cohesion and cooperation among staff; 
Communicates strong ideals and beliefs about 
schooling, teaching, and professional learning 
communities with teachers, staff, parents, and 
students and then operates from those beliefs; 
Influences the evolution of the culture to support 
the continuous improvement of the school as 
outlined in the school improvement plan; 
Systematically develops and uses shared values, 
beliefs and a shared vision to establish a school 
identity that emphasizes a sense of community 
and cooperation to guide the disciplined thought 
and action of all staff and students; 
Systematically and fairly acknowledges failures 
and celebrates accomplishments of the school 
and staff; 
Visibly supports the positive, culturally-
responsive traditions of the school community; 
Promotes a sense of well-being among staff, 
students and parents; 
Builds a sense of efficacy and empowerment 
among staff that result in a “can do” attitude 
when faced with challenges; 
Empowers staff to recommend creative 21st
century concepts for school improvement. 
Artifacts: 
Work of Professional Learning Communities 
within and tangential to the school 
Documented use of the SIT in decision-
making throughout the year 
NC Teacher Working Conditions Survey 
School improvement plan 
Teacher retention data 
Student achievement data 
Awards structure developed by school 
Standard 4:  Human Resource 
Leadership
Summary:  School executives will ensure that the 
school is a professional learning community.  School 
executives will ensure that processes and systems are 
in place that result in the recruitment, induction, 
support, evaluation, development and retention of a 
high performing staff.  The school executive must 
engage and empower accomplished teachers in a 
distributive leadership manner, including support of 
teachers in day-to-day decisions such as discipline, 
communication with parents, and protecting teachers 
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from duties that interfere with teaching, and must 
practice fair and consistent evaluation of teachers.  
The school executive must engage teachers and other 
professional staff in conversations to plan their career 
paths and support district succession planning. 
Practices:  The school executive practices effective 
human resource leadership when he or she:  
Provides structures for the development of 
effective professional learning communities 
aligned with the school improvement plan, 
focused on results, and characterized by 
collective responsibility for instructional 
planning and for 21st century student learning; 
Models the importance of continued adult 
learning by engaging in activities to develop 
personal knowledge and skill along with 
expanded self – awareness;  
Communicates a positive attitude about the 
ability of staff to accomplish substantial 
outcomes to improve their efficacy; 
Creates processes for teachers to assume 
leadership and decision making roles within the 
school that foster their career development; 
Creates and monitors processes for hiring, 
inducting and mentoring new teachers and other 
staff to the school; 
Uses the results of the Teacher Working 
Conditions Survey to create and maintain a 
positive work environment for teachers and
other staff;
Evaluates teachers and other staff in a fair and 
equitable manner and utilizes the results of 
evaluations to improve performance; 
Provides for results-oriented professional 
development that is aligned with identified 21st
century curricular, instructional, and assessment 
needs, is connected to school improvement goals 
and is differentiated based on staff needs; 
Continuously searches for the best placement and 
utilization of staff to fully benefit from their strengths; 
Is systematically and personally involved in the 
school’s professional activities. 
Artifacts: 
School improvement plan 
NC Teacher Working Conditions Survey – 
with special emphasis on the leadership and 
empowerment domains 
Copy of master school schedule documenting
the time provided for individual and 
collaborative planning for every teacher 
Number of National Board Certified teachers 
Teacher retention data 
Number of teachers pursuing school executive 
credentials, National Board Certification, or 
advanced licensure in their teaching areas 
Records of school visits for the purpose of 
adult learning 
Record of professional development provided
staff and an assessment of the impact of
professional development on student learning 
Mentor records, beginning teacher feedback,
and documentation of correlation of assignment
of mentor to mentee 
Copies of professional growth plans 
Student achievement data 
Standard 5:  Managerial Leadership   
Summary:  School executives will ensure that the 
school has processes and systems in place for 
budgeting, staffing, problem solving, communicating 
expectations and scheduling that result in organizing 
the work routines in the building.  The school 
executive must be responsible for the monitoring of 
the school budget and the inclusion of all teachers in 
the budget decisions so as to meet the 21st century 
needs of every classroom.  Effectively and efficiently 
managing the complexity of every day life is critical 
for staff to be able to focus its energy on 
improvement. 
Practices:  The school executive practices effective 
managerial leadership when he or she: 
Creates processes to provide for a balanced 
operational budget for school programs and 
activities; 
Creates processes to recruit and retain a high-
quality workforce in the school that meets the 
diverse needs of students;  
Creates processes to identify and solve, resolve, 
dissolve or absolve school-based problems/ 
conflicts in a fair, democratic way;  
Designs a system of communication that provides  
for the timely, responsible sharing of information 
to, from, and with school and district staff; 
Designs scheduling processes and protocols that 
maximize staff input and addresses diverse 
student learning needs; 
Develops a master schedule for the school to 
maximize student learning by providing for 
individual and on-going collaborative planning 
for every teacher; 
Collaboratively develops and enforces clear 
expectations, structures, rules and procedures for 
students and staff.  
Artifacts: 
NC Teacher Working Conditions Survey 
School Improvement Plan 
External reviews, such as budget 
Copies of master schedules/procedures 
Communication of safety procedures and 
behavioral expectations throughout the school 
community 
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Standard 6: External Development 
Leadership
Summary:  A school executive will design structures 
and processes that result in community engagement, 
support, and ownership. Acknowledging that schools 
no longer reflect but in fact build community, the 
leader proactively creates with staff opportunities for 
parents, community and business representatives to 
participate as “stockholders” in the school such that 
continued investments of resources and good will are 
not left to chance.  
Practices:  The school executive practices effective 
external development leadership when he or she: 
Implements processes that empower parents 
and other stakeholders to make significant 
decisions; 
Creates systems that engage all community 
stakeholders in a shared responsibility for 
student and school success; 
Designs protocols and processes that ensure
compliance with state and district mandates; 
Creates opportunities to advocate for the 
school in the community and with parents; 
Communicates the school’s accomplishments 
to the district office and public media in 
accordance with LEA policies; 
Garners fiscal, intellectual and human 
resources from the community that support the 
21st  century learning agenda of the school; 
Builds relationships with individuals and 
groups to support specific aspects of the 
learning improvement agenda and also as a 
source of general good will. 
Artifacts: 
PTSA participation 
PTSA meeting agendas, bulletins, etc. 
Parent attendance at school improvement
team meetings 
Survey results from parents 
Evidence of visible support from community 
Booster club participation 
Number of school volunteers 
Plan for shaping the school’s image
throughout the community 
PTSA membership 
Evidence of business partnerships and
projects involving business partners 
Standard 7: Micropolitical 
Leadership
Summary: The school executive will build systems 
and relationships that utilize the staff’s diversity, 
encourage constructive ideological conflict in order to 
leverage staff expertise, power and influence to realize 
the school’s vision for success.  The executive will also 
creatively employ an awareness of staff’s professional 
needs, issues, and interests to build social cohesion and 
to facilitate distributed governance and shared decision-
making. 
Practices:  The school executive practices effective 
micropolitical leadership when he or she: 
Uses the School Improvement Team to make 
decisions and provides opportunities for staff to be 
involved in developing school policies; 
Creates an environment and mechanisms to ensure 
all internal stakeholder voices are heard and 
respected; 
Creates processes and protocols to buffer and 
mediate staff interests; 
Is easily accessible to teachers and staff; 
Designs transparent systems to equitably manage 
human and financial resources; 
Demonstrates sensitivity to personal needs of  
staff;
Demonstrates awareness of informal groups and 
relationships among school staff and utilizes these 
as a positive resource; 
Demonstrates awareness of hidden and potentially 
discordant issues in the school; 
Encourages people to express opinions contrary to 
those of authority; 
Demonstrates ability to predict what could go 
wrong from day to day; 
Uses performance as the primary criterion for 
reward and advancement; 
Maintains high visibility throughout the school; 
Maintains open, vertical and horizontal 
communications throughout the school 
community. 
Artifacts: 
NC Teacher Working Conditions Survey 
Teacher retention data 
Dissemination of clear norms and ground rules 
Evidence of ability to confront ideological 
conflict and then reach consensus 
Evidence of shared decision-making 
Evidence of use of a decision matrix 
Evidence of a school that operates through 
teams 
Evidence of distributed leadership 
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(North Carolina Department of Instruction, 2006) 
7
Competencies
A competency is a combination of knowledge (factual and 
experiential) and skills that one needs to effectively 
implement the practices.  Factual knowledge is simply 
“knowing” content; experiential knowledge is the 
knowledge one gains from understanding – it is knowing 
the when and why.  Skills bring structure to experiential 
knowledge.  It is when one can put their accumulated 
knowledge into a series of steps that – if followed – will 
lead to practice. 
There are many competencies that are obviously inherent in 
the successful performance of all of the practices listed 
under each of the seven critical functions of leadership.  
The principal may or may not personally possess all of 
these competencies but must ensure that a team is in place 
that not only possesses them but can effectively and 
efficiently execute them.  Although the principal may not 
personally possess them all, he or she is still responsible for 
their effective use in the various leadership practices.   
The competencies listed below are not so obvious in the 
practices, can be applied to multiple practices and are 
absolutely essential for all school executives to possess to 
ensure their success.  For example, the competency – 
conflict management is important in Micropolitical 
Leadership, Strategic Leadership, Cultural Leadership, and 
perhaps one could argue that this competency is necessary 
in all seven Standards.  These competencies are listed here 
to emphasize their importance and to make sure they are 
incorporated into the development of school executives. 
Communication – Effectively listens to others; 
clearly and effectively presents and understands 
information orally and in writing; acquires, organizes, 
analyzes, interprets, maintains information needed to 
achieve school or team 21st century objectives. 
Change Management – Effectively engages staff and 
community in the change process in a manner that 
ensures their support of the change and its successful 
implementation.
Conflict Management – Anticipates or seeks to 
resolve confrontations, disagreements, or complaints 
in a constructive manner. 
Creative Thinking – Engages in and fosters an 
environment for others to engage in innovative 
thinking.
Customer Focus – Understands the students as 
customers of the work of schooling and the servant 
nature of leadership and acts accordingly. 
Delegation – Effectively assigns work tasks to others 
in ways that provide learning experiences for them and 
in ways that ensure the efficient operation of the 
school.
Dialogue/Inquiry – Is skilled in creating a risk free 
environment for engaging people in conversations that 
explore issues, challenges or bad relationships that are 
hindering school performance. 
Emotional Intelligence – Is able to manage oneself 
through self awareness and self management and is able 
to manage relationships through empathy, social  
awareness and relationship management.  This 
competency is critical to building strong, transparent, 
trusting relationships throughout the school community. 
Environmental Awareness – Becomes aware and 
remains informed of external and internal trends, 
interests and issues with potential impacts on school 
policies, practices, procedures and positions. 
Global Perspective – Understands the competitive 
nature of the new global economy and is clear about 
the knowledge and skills students will need to be 
successful in this economy. 
Judgment – Effectively reaching logical conclusions 
and making high quality decisions based on available 
information.  Giving priority and caution to significant 
issues.  Analyzing and interpreting complex 
information.
Organizational Ability – Effectively plans and 
schedules one’s own and the work of others so that 
resources are used appropriately, such as scheduling 
the flow of activities and establishing procedures to 
monitor projects.   
Personal Ethics and Values – Consistently exhibits 
high standards in the areas of honesty, integrity, 
fairness, stewardship, trust, respect, and 
confidentiality. 
Personal Responsibility for Performance – 
Proactively and continuously improves performance 
by focusing on needed areas of improvement and 
enhancement of strengths; actively seeks and 
effectively applies feedback from others; takes full 
responsibility for one’s own achievements. 
Responsiveness – Does not leave issues, inquiries or 
requirements for information go unattended.  Creates a 
clearly delineated structure for responding to 
requests/situations in an expedient manner. 
Results Orientation – Effectively assumes 
responsibility.  Recognizes when a decision is 
required.  Takes prompt action as issues emerge.  
Resolves short-term issues while balancing them 
against long-term goals. 
Sensitivity – Effectively perceives the needs and 
concerns of others; deals tactfully with others in 
emotionally stressful situations or in conflict.  Knows 
what information to communicate and to whom.  
Relates to people of varying ethnic, cultural, and 
religious backgrounds. 
Systems Thinking – Understands the 
interrelationships and impacts of school and district 
influences, systems and external stakeholders, and 
applies that understanding to advancing the 
achievement of the school or team. 
Technology – Effectively utilizes the latest 
technologies to continuously improve the management 
of the school and enhance student instruction. 
Time Management – Effectively uses available time 
to complete work tasks and activities that lead to the 
achievement of desired work or school results.  Runs 
effective meetings. 
Visionary – Encourages imagineering by creating an 
environment and structure to capture stakeholder 
dreams of what the school could become for all the 
students.
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Appendix F: TIMSS 8th Grade Math Report 
Benchmark-level results in TIMSS eighth-grade mathematics for students with average scores 
higher than the TIMSS average, by jurisdiction: 2011 
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Benchmark-level results in TIMSS eighth-grade mathematics for students with average scores 
not significantly different from the TIMSS average, by jurisdiction: 2011 
 
Benchmark-level results in TIMSS eighth-grade mathematics for students with average scores 
lower than the TIMSS average, by jurisdiction: 2011 
 
(Institute of Education Sciences, 2011) 
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Appendix G: TIMSS 8th Grade Science Report 
Benchmark-level results in TIMSS eighth-grade science for students with average scores higher 
than the TIMSS average, by jurisdiction: 2011 
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Benchmark-level results in TIMSS eighth-grade science for students with average scores not 
significantly different from the TIMSS average, by jurisdiction: 2011 
 
 
 
Benchmark-level results in TIMSS eighth-grade science for students with average scores lower 
than the TIMSS average, by jurisdiction: 2011 
 
 
(Institute of Education Sciences, 2011) 
	   225 
Appendix H: Principal Background Questionnaire 
 
Directions: Please provide the following information related to your personal and academic 
experience. All responses will be kept confidential.   
 
Q0 What is your school’s LEA number (i.e. school code)? 
 
Q1 What is your gender? 
m Male (1) 
m Female (2) 
 
Q2 What is your current age? 
 
Q3 Which of the following describe you? Check all that apply. 
q Hispanic (1) 
q American Indian or Alaska Native (2) 
q Asian (3) 
q Black or African American (4) 
q Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander (5) 
q White (6) 
q Other (Please specify) (7) ____________________ 
 
Q4 Where were you born?  
m In the United States 
m Outside the United States. Please specify: 
 
Q5 Have you ever traveled outside of your country of birth? 
m Yes (1) 
m No (2) 
 
Answer If Have you ever traveled outside of your country of birth Yes Is Selected 
Q5a Please list up to 5 countries you have lived in or visited outside of your birth country and 
how long you spent there. Start with the countries where you have spent the most time. 
 Name of Country (1) Number of Days (2) 
Country #1 (1)   
Country #2 (2)   
Country #3 (3)   
Country #4 (4)   
Country #5 (5)   
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Q6 What languages do you speak fluently? . 
 Language (1) 
Primary (1)  
Secondary (2)  
Other 1 (3)  
Other 2 (4)  
 
 
Q7 Please indicate the number of years of experience you have in each of the following 
categories: 
 Number of Years (1) 
Years as a principal at your current school (1)  
Years as a principal or assistant principal (in 
total) (2)  
Total years as an educator (3)  
 
 
Q8 The Common Core State Standards state that all students should be prepared for a successful 
life in the 21st century. This includes teaching students to be globally-aware citizens. How do 
you see your role in this global awareness shift? 
 
Q9 What, if anything, have you personally done to support global awareness in your school? 
 
Q10 Please indicate if you would like to receive the results of this study:  
m Yes (1) 
m No (2) 
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Appendix I: GMS Scoring Key 
 
Scoring: 
• Range of scores 30-150 
• Sum all responses 
• Reverse score items: 4, 5, 9, 10, 16, 21, 25, 27, 29 
• Higher scores indicate a higher level of global-mindedness 
 
Items Reflecting Theoretical Dimensions: 
• Responsibility: 2, 7, 12, 18, 23, 26, 30 (Range: 7 - 35) 
• Cultural Pluralism: 1, 3, 8, 13, 14, 19, 24, 27 (Total: 8 - 40) 
• Efficacy: 4, 9, 15, 20, 28 (Total: 5 - 25) 
• Globalcentrism: 5, 10, 16, 21, 29 (Total: 5 - 25) 
• Interconnectedness: 6, 11, 17, 22, 25 (Total: 5 - 25) 
 
Cultural Pluralism: Q1 I generally find it stimulating to spend an evening with people from 
another country. 
m Strongly Disagree (1) 
m Disagree (2) 
m Neither Agree nor Disagree (3) 
m Agree (4) 
m Strongly Agree (5) 
 
Responsibility: Q2 I feel an obligation to speak out when I see our government doing something 
I consider wrong. 
m Strongly Disagree (1) 
m Disagree (2) 
m Neither Agree nor Disagree (3) 
m Agree (4) 
m Strongly Agree (5) 
 
Cultural Pluralism: Q3 The United States is enriched by the fact that it is comprised of many 
people from different cultures and countries.  
m Strongly Disagree (1) 
m Disagree (2) 
m Neither Agree nor Disagree (3) 
m Agree (4) 
m Strongly Agree (5) 
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Efficacy: Q4 Really, there is nothing I can do about the problems of the world. REVERSE 
SCORE 
m Strongly Disagree (1) 
m Disagree (2) 
m Neither Agree nor Disagree (3) 
m Agree (4) 
m Strongly Agree (5) 
 
Globalcentrism: Q5 The needs of the United States must continue to be our highest priority in 
negotiating with other countries.  REVERSE SCORE 
m Strongly Disagree (1) 
m Disagree (2) 
m Neither Agree nor Disagree (3) 
m Agree (4) 
m Strongly Agree (5) 
 
Interconnectedness: Q6 I often think about the kind of world we are creating for future 
generations. 
m Strongly Disagree (1) 
m Disagree (2) 
m Neither Agree nor Disagree (3) 
m Agree (4) 
m Strongly Agree (5) 
 
Responsibility: Q7 When I hear that thousands of people are starving in an African country, I 
feel very frustrated.  
m Strongly Disagree (1) 
m Disagree (2) 
m Neither Agree nor Disagree (3) 
m Agree (4) 
m Strongly Agree (5) 
 
Cultural Pluralism: Q8 Americans can learn something of value from all different cultures. 
m Strongly Disagree (1) 
m Disagree (2) 
m Neither Agree nor Disagree (3) 
m Agree (4) 
m Strongly Agree (5) 
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Efficacy: Q9 Generally, an individual’s actions are too small to have a significant effect on the 
ecosystem. REVERSE SCORE 
m Strongly Disagree (1) 
m Disagree (2) 
m Neither Agree nor Disagree (3) 
m Agree (4) 
m Strongly Agree (5) 
 
Globalcentrism: Q10 Americans should be permitted to pursue the standard of living they can 
afford if it has a slightly negative impact on the environment. REVERSE SCORE 
m Strongly Disagree (1) 
m Disagree (2) 
m Neither Agree nor Disagree (3) 
m Agree (4) 
m Strongly Agree (5) 
 
Interconnectedness: Q11 I think of myself, not only as a citizen of my country, but also as a 
citizen of the world.  
m Strongly Disagree (1) 
m Disagree (2) 
m Neither Agree nor Disagree (3) 
m Agree (4) 
m Strongly Agree (5) 
 
Responsibility: Q12 When I see the condition some people in the world live under, I feel a 
responsibility to do something about it.  
m Strongly Disagree (1) 
m Disagree (2) 
m Neither Agree nor Disagree (3) 
m Agree (4) 
m Strongly Agree (5) 
 
Cultural Pluralism: Q13 I enjoy trying to understand people’s behavior in the context of their 
culture. 
m Strongly Disagree (1) 
m Disagree (2) 
m Neither Agree nor Disagree (3) 
m Agree (4) 
m Strongly Agree (5) 
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Cultural Pluralism: Q14 My opinions about national policies are based on how those policies 
might affect the rest of the world, as well as the United States.   
m Strongly Disagree (1) 
m Disagree (2) 
m Neither Agree nor Disagree (3) 
m Agree (4) 
m Strongly Agree (5) 
 
Efficacy: Q15 It is very important to me to choose a career in which I can have a positive effect 
on the quality of life for future generations. 
m Strongly Disagree (1) 
m Disagree (2) 
m Neither Agree nor Disagree (3) 
m Agree (4) 
m Strongly Agree (5) 
 
Globalcentrism: Q16 America’s values are probably the best. REVERSE SCORE 
m Strongly Disagree (1) 
m Disagree (2) 
m Neither Agree nor Disagree (3) 
m Agree (4) 
m Strongly Agree (5) 
 
Interconnectedness: Q17 In the long run, Americans will probably benefit from the fact that the 
world is becoming more interconnected.  
m Strongly Disagree (1) 
m Disagree (2) 
m Neither Agree nor Disagree (3) 
m Agree (4) 
m Strongly Agree (5) 
 
Responsibility: Q18 The fact that a flood can kill 50,000 in Bangladesh is very depressing to 
me. 
m Strongly Disagree (1) 
m Disagree (2) 
m Neither Agree nor Disagree (3) 
m Agree (4) 
m Strongly Agree (5) 
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Cultural Pluralism: Q19 It is important that American universities and colleges provide 
programs designed to promote understanding among students of different ethnic and cultural 
backgrounds. 
m Strongly Disagree (1) 
m Disagree (2) 
m Neither Agree nor Disagree (3) 
m Agree (4) 
m Strongly Agree (5) 
 
Efficacy: Q20 I think my behavior can impact people in other countries. 
m Strongly Disagree (1) 
m Disagree (2) 
m Neither Agree nor Disagree (3) 
m Agree (4) 
m Strongly Agree (5) 
 
Globalcentrism: Q21 The present distribution of the world’s wealth and resources should be 
maintained because it promotes survival of the fittest. REVERSE SCORE 
m Strongly Disagree (1) 
m Disagree (2) 
m Neither Agree nor Disagree (3) 
m Agree (4) 
m Strongly Agree (5) 
 
Interconnectedness: Q22 I feel a strong kinship with the worldwide human family. 
m Strongly Disagree (1) 
m Disagree (2) 
m Neither Agree nor Disagree (3) 
m Agree (4) 
m Strongly Agree (5) 
 
Responsibility: Q23 I feel very concerned about the lives or people who live in politically 
repressive regimes. 
m Strongly Disagree (1) 
m Disagree (2) 
m Neither Agree nor Disagree (3) 
m Agree (4) 
m Strongly Agree (5) 
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Cultural Pluralism: Q24 It is important that we educate people to understand the impact that 
current policies might have on future generations. 
m Strongly Disagree (1) 
m Disagree (2) 
m Neither Agree nor Disagree (3) 
m Agree (4) 
m Strongly Agree (5) 
 
Interconnectedness: Q25 It is not really important to me to consider myself as a member of the 
global community. REVERSE SCORE 
m Strongly Disagree (1) 
m Disagree (2) 
m Neither Agree nor Disagree (3) 
m Agree (4) 
m Strongly Agree (5) 
 
Responsibility: Q26 I sometimes try to imagine how a person who is always hungry must feel. 
m Strongly Disagree (1) 
m Disagree (2) 
m Neither Agree nor Disagree (3) 
m Agree (4) 
m Strongly Agree (5) 
 
Cultural Pluralism: Q27 I have very little in common with people in underdeveloped nations. 
REVERSE SCORE 
m Strongly Disagree (1) 
m Disagree (2) 
m Neither Agree nor Disagree (3) 
m Agree (4) 
m Strongly Agree (5) 
 
Efficacy: Q28 I am able to affect what happens on a global level by what I do in my own 
community. 
m Strongly Disagree (1) 
m Disagree (2) 
m Neither Agree nor Disagree (3) 
m Agree (4) 
m Strongly Agree (5) 
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Globalcentrism: Q29 I sometimes feel irritated with people from other countries because they 
don’t understand how we do things here. REVERSE SCORE 
m Strongly Disagree (1) 
m Disagree (2) 
m Neither Agree nor Disagree (3) 
m Agree (4) 
m Strongly Agree (5) 
 
Responsibility: Q30 Americans have a moral obligation to share their wealth with the less 
fortunate people of the world. 
m Strongly Disagree (1) 
m Disagree (2) 
m Neither Agree nor Disagree (3) 
m Agree (4) 
m Strongly Agree (5) 
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Appendix J: GMS Permission 
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Appendix K: Understanding the ACT Scores 
 
 
 
(American College Testing Inc., 2014) 
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